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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Lanv Transfer Bill was down for second reading in the 
House of Lords on Thursday ; and the usual “ puff preliminary * 
duly appeared, this time in the Daily News, but the authorship 
appears to be tolerably manifest. We do not, indeed, find any- 
thing about the “ excellent hands ” in which the Land Registry 
Office is, but we are teld that ‘‘since the issue of new rules in 
1889 a marked increase has taken place in the number of estates 
registered annually in the Land Registry Office; and this leads 
to the belief that there would bea still greater increase if people 
generally were more familiar with the system”; the logical 
result, we presume, being that the only way of making people 
generally “ more familiar with the system” is to compel them 
to adopt it, whether they wish to do so or not. We observe 
also the “\common form” phrase, which has already done duty 
in the Pall Mall Gazette, that ‘‘all parties seem to have agreed 
that some measure of the kind is a necessity at the present day.” 
All parties are a that it is a ‘‘necessity” for the Land 
Registry Office to obtain compulsion ; but the fact that the Land 
Transfer Bill of 1889 was dropped four years ago, and never 
revived, is tolerably good proof that, in the opinion of one great 
party,” there is no such necessity. The result of the debate 
on the second reading will be known too late for comment this 
week; it will mainly depend on the course taken by Lord 
Sauissury. We are entitled to assume that the reasons 
against the Bill have been laid before him by the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, but we confess we have been some- 
what surprised not to hear of a request for an interview with 
him upon the subject by a deputation from the council and 
representatives of country law societies. The best time for such 
an interview would seem to be before the second reading. We 
must, once again, urge upon our readers the im ce of 
omitting no means by which this delusive and di t Bill 
may be defeated. Let no solicitor be lulled into inaction by 
the notion — ay cannot the ang of erage this 
session. The Land Registry Office, whose pounds, shillings, 
and pence depend on ie pavilage will take Ate care that, if 
in any way practicable, fhe measure shall be slipped through 
the House at any unguarded A anger g ; and, though 
there are many solicitors in the House of Commons, we re- 
gret to say there is no Mr. Grecory to represent the interests 
of the profession. The utmost vigilance and energy will have 
to be exercised, or country solicitors will find themselves in a 
fair way towards ruin before the end of the year, with the re- 
flection that no benefit has been conferred on the public by their 
loss, but that out of their transferred profits a huge Government 
office has been set up to do work tho transaction of which the 
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Legislature has hitherto secured to solicitors, chargin 
heavily for the privilege which it is now proposed to co 





THERE was a meeting of the Rule Committee of the Judges 
on Tuesday last, but nothing has transpired as to the result. 





WE tunvErstTanD that a conference was held on Thursday last 
week between the Council of the Incorporated Law Society and 
delegates from the Provincial Law Societies, at which measures 
for determined opposition to the compulsory provisions of the 
Land Transfer Bill were arranged. 





THE cHANCERY final appeals to be heard by the Court of 
Appeal No. 2 were all placed in the daily cause list on Thursday 


last. Many of them were so placed under a notice indicating | pe 


that they are the next to be heard, and it seems probable that 
they — during the next few days, all be reached and dis- 
0 ’ 





Ir 1s now stated that there are several actions in the 
‘selected list ’ which are likely to take some time in hearing, 
and that it is probable the list as it stands will afford sufficient 
work to fill up the time of the several judges to whom the 
hearing of this list has been allotted. 





WE unversTand that Mr. James Samvert Beatz, of the firm 
of Bratz & Co., of 28, Great George-street, Westminster, and 
Birmingham, will be a candidate for a seat on the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society at the forthcoming election to fill the 
vacancy caused by the death of Mr. Frere. 





A FresuH transfer of seventy actions to Mr. Justice Romer, for 
the purpose only of trial or hearing, is in course of preparation. 
The list of actions from which these will be taken will be 
exhibited in Room 136 in the Royal Courts of Justice before the 
transfer is finally settled, so that those who have reasons to urge 
against the transfer of any particular action may be able to 
state them. 





THERE ARE (as we shew elsewhere) many ways of incurring 
the =— attached to contempt of court, but that adopted by 
the Duchess of SurHertanp appears to be unprecedented. So 
far as it ~ rpm on the destruction of a document, indeed, it 
has a parallel in the case of Williams v. Johns (1 Mer. 303, note 
(d) ), where the defendant on being served with a subpoena com- 
pelled the Soyo serving it to eat the parchment and wax of the 
process. But the defendant in that case rather piled up the 
contempt. He followed up his pleasantry by beating and 
kicking the unfortunate process server until he appeared to 
be dead, when he directed his servants to throw the body 
into a river. An order was made for the committal of the 
defendant and of his son, who had assisted him, to the 
Fleet. As to the nature of the contempt in the recent case 
there is no difficulty, or, if there is one, it is to decide under 
what cm ag: the contempt appears most flagrant. In the first 
place the lady only obtained the opportunity of acting as 
she did by means of an order of the court made upon her 
own application, and it was ay justifiable to assume, as 
Sir Francis Jzunx did, that the whole affair was got up simply 
to secure the destruction of the document. In other words, it 
was a deception practised upon the court, and there is no doubt 
that this is a contempt. Again, the document was taken out of 
the custody of the officer of the court, and, as it was amongst 
papers containing matter relative to a pending suit, its destruc- 
tion was, for anything that appeared to the contrary, an 
attempt to pervert the course of justice. Further, it was an 
Xm efiance of the President, who had distinctly refused to 

w any document to be destroyed. The offence being so 
‘clear, the ay question was as to the punishment, and this was 
severe enough to mark the gravity of the case without being 


needlessly vindictive. The duchess is not likely to get ancther 





chance of acting in a similar manner, and the fine and imprison- 
a - sufficiently shew that legal proceedings are not to 
e trifled with. 





WE HAVE wong em out the cynical manner in which Par- 
liament imposes difficulties on the transfer of land. Most mem- 
bers profess, while they are candidates, to be willing to do all 
that they can to simplify the transfer of land, but, once elected, 
they neglect their pledges and pass Bills which render the pro- 
cess of transfer more difficult. We often wonder how lawyers 
who are members of Parliament can reconcile themselves to 
acting in this manner. A very mischievous example of this will 
be found in the Land Registry (Middlesex Deeds) Act, 1891 (54 
& 55 Vict. c. 64), 1st schedule, s. 14, to which attention was re- 
cently drawn in the report on officialism issued by the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society. This section provides that a 
rson deriving title under an instrument capable of registration 
in Middlesex, conferring on him the right of registration with a 
possessory title under the Land Transfer Act, 1875, may, instead 
of registering in Middlesex, apply for registration under the Act 
of 1875; and that registration under that Act shall render it 
unnecessary to register in Middlesex. The practical result is 
that it is necessary, in the case of Middlesex land, to search, as 
from the 1st of April, 1892, the day on which the Act came into 
operation, both in the Middlesex ey and in the Land 
Registry. A very elementary knowledge of the principles of 
registration, we may even say the application of very slight 
common sense to the matter, would have obviated this incon- 
venience, as nothing would have been easier than to provide 
that when Middlesex land is registered in the Land Registry a 
statement to that effect should be entered on the Middlesex 
Registry. But then the Land Registry wanted to frighten 
people by their advertisements in the Zimes, and hoped also to 
get additional work and fees from the provision. So long as 
some advantage to the Land Registry can be obtained, it matters 
not what inconvenience or wn owes is caused to the public. This 
is a hopeful augury for compulsory registration, when purchasers 
will be handed over, bound hand and foot, to the tender mercies 


of the Registry. 





Quire A crop of practice questions was raised in the case of 
De Bernales vy. The New York Herald, reported ante, p. 404. The 
~~ determined to sue the proprietor of the New York 

erald in this country for a libel committed in America. His 
ingenuity seems to have run wild among the rules of court in 
endeavouring to carry out this determination. Having brought 
his action against the New York Herald by name, as if it were a 
firm, he proceeded to make efforts to serve the writ on the person 
in control of an office of that journal in London, thereby at- 
tempting to bring his case within the rules as to partnership 
firms, which provide that any person carrying on business within 
the jurisdiction in a firm name may be a in the firm name 
(ord. 48a, r. 11). His efforts to serve the writ at the London 
office of the journal in question having failed, he applied for and 
obtained an order for substituted service by posting a copy of 
the writ addressed to the London office, which, by the way, 
seems to be a mere agency for the transmission of news, and 
therefore, even supposing the New York Herald were a firm, not 
within the meaning of the words “carrying on business within 
the jurisdiction” (Batllie v. Goodwin, 34 W. R. 787, L. R. 33 
Ch. D. 604). This order and service were, of course, set aside, 
but the plaintiff, nothing daunted, proceeded to draw the second 
string to his bow. He claimed an injunction to restrain the 
defendant from publishing the alleged libel in this country, and 
applied for an order to serve the writ on Gorpon Bznnett, the 
proprietor of the paper, who resides in Paris. The complications 
at this point quite puzzled the judge in chambers, who referred 
the matter to the court. Gorpon Bennett was not sued, but 
only the New York Herald ; and, moreover, the claim for injunc- 
tion, as Lorzs, L.J., said, was not bond fide, but merely made to 
bring the case within ord. 11, r. 1 (/), which gives power to 
grant leave to serve abroad where ‘any injunction is sought as 
to anything to be done within the jurisdiction.” In conclusion 
of the whole matter, it was held that the New York Herald is not 
a firm within ord. 48a, r. 11; that the efforts to serve at the 
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London office counted for nothing at all, and the substituted 
service was bad; that leave to serve Gorpon Bennett in Paris 
could not be granted; and that the claim for injunction did not 
bring the case within ord. 11, r. 1 (f). 





WE rrint elsewhere extracts from the report of the Inspector- 
eGeneral in Companies Liquidation on the general working of 
the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, for the year ending 
December 31, 1891. It will be observed that he makes the 
startling statement that “it would be a difficult, if not impos- 
sible, task to select out of the whole number of cases wound up 
by the court during the year a single case in which it could be said 
that the objects of the company were reasonable, that its pro- 
motiun and management were honest, and that its failure was 
due chiefly to misfortune. On the contrary, it would be easy to 
shew, as regards the vast majority, that they were formed 
either fraudulently or for the purpose of promoting objects 
which were illusory, or that their management was characterized 
by breach of trust or entire ignorance and incompetence.” The 
inference seems to be tolerably obvious that it is only in the 
case of companies which are hopelessly rotten that winding up 
by the court is resorted to. The Inspector-General’s conclu- 
sion is that under the Companies Acts ‘‘a wide field has been 
opened up for the prosecution of objects of a more or less 
fraudulent character which did not exist prior to the passing of 
these Acts, and which would be practically impossible in the 
case of individuals, of private partnerships, or of unlimited 
companies.” There can be little doubt as to this; but the 
Inspector-General does not suggest any adequate remedy. With 
regard to the costs of administration under the new system, he 
is very properly cautious in delivering an opinion. He does 
say, however, that there is no ground for any fear that the new 
system will be “‘much more costly than that previously exist- 
ing”; but he thinks it is useless to speculate on the subject 
until further experience has been gained by the actual closing 
of a sufficient number of liquidations to admit of a fair estimate 
being formed. It appears that in 1891 the average cost of 
public examinations was about £15 8s. per company, a new tax 
on shareholders and creditors which the Inspector-General does 
not consider excessive. In his next report he would do well to 
shew whether any, and, if so, what, direct benefit has arisea to 
shareholders or creditors from this expenditure. 





Ir 1s to be hoped that nothing will interfere to prevent the 
passing of the Married Women’s Property Act (1882) Amend- 
ment Bill, which, we are glad to notice, has been read a second 
time in the House of Commons. Whatever may have been the 
intention of the Legislature, it is certain that the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, has been interpreted by the 
courts in a sense calculated to facilitate the evasion, by married 
women, of the payment of their just debts. According to the 
decisions which determine the construction of the Act, not only 
is a married woman wholly exempt from personal liability for 
breach of contract (Draycott v. Harrison, 34 W. R,. 546, 17 
Q. B. D. 147; Scott v. Morley, 36 W. R. 67, 20 Q. B. D, 120), 
but she cannot make a binding contract unless at the date 
thereof she is possessed of existing separate estate (Re Shake- 
spear, Deakin v. Lakin, 33 W. R. 744, 30 Ch. D. 169) free from 
any restraint on anticipation (Draycott v. Harrison, supra; 
Beckett v. Tasker, 19 Q. B.D. 7; Pike v. Fitzgibbon, 29 W. R. 
531, 17 Ch. D, 454), with respect to which she can be reason- 
ably deemed to have contracted (Leake v. Driffield, 38 W. R. 93, 
24 Q. B. D. 98; Braunstein v. Lewis, 65 L. T. 449), and of the 
existence of which affirmative proof can be given by the 
plaintiff (Palliser v. Gurney, 35 W. R. 760, 19 Q. B. D, 519; 
Stogdon v. Lee, 89 W. R. 467; 1891, 1 Q. B. 661). For the 
Act does not enable a married woman, by means of a contract 
entered into at a time when she has no separate property, to 
bind any possible contingent separate property (Jte Shakespear, 
Deakin v. Lakin, supra). In view of these decisions, the amend- 
ing Bill provides that every contract hereafter entered into by a 
married woman, otherwise than as agent, shall be deemed to 
be a contract made with respect to and to bind her separate 


to, any separate property at the time when she enters into such 
contract,” and shall be enforceable, by action or otherwise, 
against all property which she may at that time or thereafter 
be possessed of or entitled to, whether as her separate property 
or otherwise, unless she is restrained from anticipating it 
(clause 1). It also provides that costs may be ordered to be 
paid out of property subject to a restraint on anticipation 
(clause 2). The scope of the Bill is undoubtedly very limited, 
and might, perhaps with advantage, be somewhat enlarged, 
However, in the present state of public business in Parliament, 
a more comprehensive measure, pregnant with controversial 
matter, would, we fear, have but little chance of passing this 
session. 





AN ESTEEMED correspondent writes on a matter which has 
several times been brought before us by members of the pro- 
fession. What is the good, he asks, in effect, of resisting the 
encroachments of officialism when the way is prepared for such 
encroachments by members of the profession? Here isa legal 
trust society, prepared to be appointed and to act as trustee, the 
directors of which include looting solicitors. What will clients 
think when they find so many eminent solicitors testifying their 
approval of a corporate trustee? Well, we have never Tooked 
with much satisfaction on the formation of these trust com- 
panies; but, at the same time, we are bound to say that there 
seemed to be really only a choice of evils. Lay trust companies 
were previously formed with the same object, and seemed likely 
to attract a certain amount of business, and it was thought 
advisable that solicitors should protect themselves by the forma- 
tion of a company of their own, which should scrupulously 
guard the interests of solicitors acting for trusts, and prevent 
trust business from being accumulated in the hands of the 
solicitors to the lay companies. Moreover, in case an official 
trustee should be constituted, resort to whom should be volun- 
tary, this strong legal company would be likely to compete 
successfully with him, and preserve business for the family 
solicitor. Whether these reasons were sufficient to justify the 
formation of the company it is not for us to say; but they are 
undoubtedly forcible. 





INTERFERENCE WITH CONTRACTS, 


Tu decision of the Court of Appeal in Zemperton v. Russell 
‘reported elsewhere) decides that it may be actionable, not 
only for C. to induce B. to break a contract into which he 
has actually entered with A., but also for O. to bring pressure 
to bear upon B, to prevent his entering into contracts with 
A., at any rate if é in so doing is acting in concert with 
other persons, The facts may be shortly stated as follows. 
There are in Hull three trade unions connected with the 
building trade and acting in concert by means of a joint com- 
mittee. Certain rules have been established for controlling the 
manner in which building contracts are to be carried out, 
and members of the unions are forbidden to work for persons 
who act in opposition to these rules. A firm of builders, Myers 
& Temprrton, did so act, and they appear to have been able to 
withstand the steps taken against them directly by the trade 
unions and the joint committee. Thereupon it was resolved to 
proceed against them indirectly by bringing pressure to bear 
upon persons with whom they dealt. Among such persons was 
the plaintiff, J. Tzwrzrron, a brother of the Temperron in the 
firm. He had entered into contracts to supply goods to various 
individuals, including Brentano and Grisson, and in the ordinary 
course of business he would have entered into other similar con- 
tracts. Accordingly the course adopted was to intimate to 
Brentano and Grsson, who were builders having members of 
the trade unions in their employ, that if they continued to 
receive goods under their contracts with J. Temrexron, their 
men would be called out. This seems to have been successful. 
The existing contracts were abandoned, and the plaintiff was 
prevented from obtaining further contracts. 

The ground upon which a man is liable for inducing another 
to break his contract appears to be now clearly settled. It 
might be supposed that, as a contract is a species of pro 





property, “ whether she is or is not in fact possessed of, or entitled 
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the benefit of it would be actionable. But this is not so 
‘¢ Merely to persuade a person to break his contract may not be 
wrongful in law or in fact”? (per Brett, L.J., in Bowen v. Hall, 
29 W. R. 367, 6 Q. B. D., at p. 338). In Lumley v. Gye (2 
E. & B., at p. 247) Corertner, J., put the case of a contract 
between A. and B., that the latter should go as supercargo 
for the former on a voyage to Sierra Leone. If C. urgently 
and bond fide advises B. to abandon his contract, which on con- 
sideration B. does, and loss results to A., nevertheless an 
action would not lie against C. (cf. Pollock on Torts, 3rd ed., 
p. 488). 

As long as C. acts disinterestedly, the mere interference with 
the contract is not wrongful, and if it is broken A. has his 
remedy against B., and must be content with that. To render C.’s 
conduct actionatle a further element must be introduced, and he 
must be actuated by malice towards A. What shall constitute 
malice is always a difficult question, but for this purpose an 
authoritative definition has been given by the Master of the 
Rolls in Bowen v. Hall (supra). ‘‘ 1f the persuasion be used for 
the indirect purpose of injuring the plaintiff, or of benefiting 
the defendant at the expense of the plaintiff, it is a malicious 
act which is in law and in fact a wrong act, and therefore a 
wrongful act, and therefore an actionable act, if injury ensues 
from it.” The wrong, therefore, consists not in the interference 
with the contract, considered as a species of property, but in 
the fact that this interference is malicious. It follows that the 
real gist of the matter is the malice of the defendant towards 
the plaintiff, manifested by some overt act, and with the result 
that actual loss ensues. If, then, the malice is proved and the 
loss is proved, there seems to be no necessity to limit the nature 
of the overt act. Persuading a man-to break an existing 
contract with the plaintiff is only one form of it, and the effect 
must be the same if a man is dissuaded from entering into a 
contract with the plaintiff. 

But this seems to make it necessary to revise the definition 
of malice. It may be wrongful for C. to dissuade B. from 
entering into a contract with A. out of mere desire to injure 
A., but it cannot always be wrongful for him to do it for 
the sake of benefiting himself. If he is a rival trader he 
may properly seek to oust A. and secure the contract for 
himself. Hence the words quoted above from /owen v. Hall 
do not altogether apply. In Zemperton v. Russell the Court 
of Appeal avoided this difficulty by relying on the con- 
spiracy. The complaint was that the defendants had com- 
bined to prevent Brentano and Grsson from entering into con- 
tracts with the plaintiff, and it appears to have been assumed 
that conduct which would not have been actionable when done 
by one was actionable when done by several acting in concert. 
Possibly this is so (see yer Lord Bramweri1 in Mogul Steamship 
Co. v. McGregor, Gow, & Co., 40 W. R. 337; 1892, A. C., at p. 
45), but it is at least arguable that conspiracy is not in itself 
the ground of a civil wrong, and that it is merely of importance 
as evidence of malice. ‘‘The very fact of the combination may 
shew that the object is simply to do harm, and not to exercise 
one’s own just rights, , 
wrongfully done, and not the conspiracy, that is the gist of 
actions on the case for conspiracy” (per Bowen, LJ., s.c. 23 
Q. B. D., at p. 616). 

If, then, in all cases of this kind, whether the offence is com- 
mitted by one or several, the substantial matter is the malice of 
the defendant as manifested overtly to the damage of the plain- 
tiff, the question depends solely on the nature of the malice. 
Primarily it must consist in an intention to do that which is 
calculated to damage the plaintiff in his property or trade, but 
every such intention, although carried into effect and followed 
by loss to the plaintiff, is not actionable. The acts must also be 
done without just cause or excuse (per Bowen, L.J., ¢bid., p. 
613). Just cause or excuse is afforded by ordinary competition 
in trade, but even this will not justify the interference with 
existing contracts. In these the plaintiff has an interest with 
which the defendant may not interfere in order to benefit himself. 
Probably his only justification in such a case is that he was 
acting solely in the interest of the other contracting party. And 





there can be no just cause or excuse where the damage to the 
plaintiff, although ultimately it may redound to the benefit of 
the defendant, is nevertheless intended, in the first instance, to 
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coerce the plaintiff and deprive him of his liberty of action. 
The conspiracy in Zemperton v. Russell was doubtless a strong 
indication that such was the real intent, and, moreover, the 
injury complained of was of a nature which ordinarily could not 
be effectually committed save by a combination of several (see 
per Lord Hannen, Mogul case, 1892, A. C., at p. 60), but other- 
wise it is not clear that it is a necessary element in such cases. 


* Apri 





DIRECT CONTEMPT OF COURT. 


A RECENT case, referred to elsewhere, as well as the official 
controversy, recently determined by the Privy Council, between 
the Governor of the Bahamas and the Chief Justice of that 
colony—arising, it will be remembered, out of the committal 
to prison by the latter of a journalist for alleged contempt 
of court, and his subsequent release by order of the Governor 
—have naturally again directed public attention to the power 
to punish for contempt of court, which, as most persons are 
aware, is undoubtedly possessed by every court of record in 
a more or less ample degree: Hawkins’ Pleas of the-Crown, 8th 
ed., vol. 2, p. 4; x parte Pater (5 B. & 8. 299). Though every 
act of disobedience to the rules, orders, process, or dignity of 
such a court may, technically, be termed a contempt, this term 
is generally, or at least with greater propriety, applied to any 
disrespect or indignity offered to judges while sitting in judg- 
ment, or on account of their proceedings in their judicial 
capacity: Bell’s Digest of the Law of Scotland, p. 224). As the 
form of contempt last mentioned, which may properly be styled 
“‘ direct contempt,” though of rare occurrence in this country, 
was that involved in the above-mentioned controversy, it will, 
we think, be fitting to limit the scope of this article to its con- 
sideration, more especially as the adequate treatment of the 
entire subject of contempt of court would absorb far more space 
than we are prepared to allot to it. 

It must be obvious that every reasonable protection must 
be afforded by law to those who, as judges, are responsible for 
its due administration. Without such protection our courts of 
justice would soon lose their hold upon the public respect, and 
the maintenance of law and order be rendered impossible. 
Hence it is that the summary power of punishing for contempt 
by fine and imprisonment has been conferred on all such courts 
of justice as are of record, in order “‘to keep a blaze of glory 
around them, and to deter people from attempting to render 
them contemptible in the eyes of the public” : Wilmot’s Notes, 
p. 270. This power has, however, been vested in the judges of 
those courts, not for their personal protection only, but for that 
of the public, whose interest it is that decency and decorum 
should be preserved in courts of justice: Zhe fing v. Davison 
4 B. & Ald. 329, 333, 335). The power in question “is as 
ancient as any other part of the common law; there is no 
priority or posteriority to be discovered about it, and it, there- 
fore, cannot be said to invade the common law, but to act in an 
alliance and friendly conjunction with every other provision 
which the wisdom of our ancestors has established for the 
general good of society”: Wilmot’s Notes, p. 254. It is coeval 
with the first foundation and institution of courts of justice 
(/bid.), and was the law of the land even before the Statute of 
Westminster, c. 2 (Zhe King v. Almon, Wilmot’s Notes, p. 
253-254; but see, contrd, Viner’s Abridgment, tit. Contempt, 
p. 447), which seems merely to have declared and confirmed the 
power of committal for contempt, which had previously been 
exercised without dispute. 

Direct contempts of court are divisible into those committed 
in the face of the court and those not so committed. The 
former class are certainly punishable by all courts of record 
(The Queen v. Lefroy, 21 W. R. 332, L. R. 8 Q. B. 134), and it 
was formerly considered to be a necessary incident of every 
court of justice, whether of record or not, to fine and imprison 
for a contempt of court acted in the face of it (Wilmot’s 
Notes, p. 254; 1 Vent. 1). On the other hand, contempts 
committed otherwise than in facie curie can only be dealt with 
as such by superior courts of record, and not by county courts 
or other inferior courts (Zhe Queen v. Lefroy, supra). 

As regards the conduct which will constitute contempt in face 
of the court, no comprehensive definition exists, and it would 











] 
1 
t 
l 
t 
1 
P 
) 








April 22, 1893. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 












be too hazardous to attempt to frame one. However, it 
certainly comprises any personal insult towards judges and all 
unseemly behaviour in court, as talking boisterously, applaud- 
ing any part of the proceedings (Rex v. Stone, 6 T. R. 527, 
530), refusing to be sworn (see Er parte Fernandez, 10 C. B. 
N. 58. 3) or to answer a question as a witness, interfering with 
a witness under examination (see Wright v. Wilkin, 6 W. R. 
643) or with the business of the court on the part of a person 
who has no right to do so and refusing to acquiesce in the 
ruling of the court, or speaking disrespectfully of or to the 
judge or jury or any other person on the part of either of 
the parties to a cause or his representative. Thus to charge 
a judge with injustice isa grievous contempt (Hawkins’ Pleas 
of the Crown, 8th ed., p. 4), though to accuse him of corruption 
might indeed be a worse insult (per Cave, J., in Reg. v. Jordan, 
36 W. R. 589). For the arraignment of the justice of the 
judges is arraigning the Sovereign’s justice: it is an impeach- 
ment of his wisdom and goodness in the choice of his judges, 
and excites in the minds of his people a general dissatisfaction 
with all judicial determinations, and indisposes their minds to 
obey them (Wilmot’s Notes, p. 255). ‘And whenever men’s 
allegiance to the laws is so fundamentally shaken, it is the most 
fatal and most dangerous obstruction of justice, and calls out for 
a more rapid and immediate redress than any other obstruction 
whatsoever ; not for the sake of the judges, as private indi- 
viduals, but because they are the channels by which the king’s 
justice is conveyed to the people” (Zé:d.). To be impartial and 
to be universally thought so are both absolutely necessary for 
the giving justice that free, open, and uninterrupted current 
which it has for many ages found all over this kingdom, and 
which so eminently distinguishes it and exalts it above all 
nations upon the earth (/did.). Therefore, to observe to a judge, 
in the course of, and in reference to, his judgment, “ that is a 
most unjust remark,” is, as was held in a modern case, an 
insult to the court, in whatever manner expressed, and is 
punishable as a contempt (Reg. v. Jordan, 36 W. R. 589). 
Moreover, a defendant in person, who, without imputing injus- 
tice to the judge, vilifies him, or in his presence utters blasphemies 





amputation of limbs (East’s Pleas of the Crown, vol. 1, p. 408, 
an | Rex v. Lord Thanet, which is there cited; Viner’s Abr., tit. 
Contempt, p. 443). 

Enough has now been said on the subject of contempt in facie 
curte. It remains, therefore, to consider briefly such direct 
contempts as are otherwise committed. Of these it is hardly 
necessary to give instances outside decided cases, as they are 
generally so obvious to common understanding (Hawkins’ 
“Pleas of the Crown,” 8th ed., vol. II., p. 221). But it seems 
that they are reducible to three heads, namely, (1) scandalizing 
the court itself, (2) abusing parties concerned in causes, and (3) 
prejudicing mankind against persons before the cause is heard 
(per Lord Hanpwicx, Anon,, 2 Atk., at p. 471). All contemp- 
tuous words or writings concerning the court (Hawkins’ ‘“ Pleas 
of the Crown,” 8th ed., vol. 2, p. 221), or words importing 
‘scorn, reproach, or diminution of the court, its process, orders, 
officers, or ministers,” will constitute such contempts as we are 
now considering (Viner’s Abr., tit. Contempt, p. 442): 
likewise every writing, letter, or publication which has for its 
object to divert the course of justice by threats (Mr. Lechmere 
Charlton’s case, 2 My. & Or. 316), or bribes (Martin's case, 
2 Russ. & My. 674). Moreover, every private communication to 
a judge for the purpose of influencing his decision upon a 
matter publicly before him, being a course calculated, if 
tolerated, to divert the course of justice, is a high contempt of 
court (per Lord Corrennam, L.C. in Re Dyer Sombre, 1 Mac. & 
G., at p. 122). As regards libels upon the courts or the judges 


| thereof, a libel upon a judge in his judicial capacity is a contempt, 


whether it concerns what he did in court or what he did 
judicially out of it (The King v. Almon, Wilmot’s Notes, p. 243 ; 
and see Re Wailace, L. R. 1 P. C. 283; Re McDermott, L. R. 
1 P. C. 260; s.c., L. R. 2 P. C, 341). 

However, a letter which may constitute a libel upon a judge 
is not, therefore, necessarily a contempt of court if it be not 
calculated to obstruct or interfere with the course of justice or 
the due administration of law. This was one of the questions 
recently determined by the Privy Council in the Bahamas 


| Reference, above referred to, where it was also held that the 


and reviles the Christian religion, is also certainly guilty of con- | 


tempt in face of the court: Zhe King v. Davison (4 B. & Ald. | 
'the name of the writer or to hand over the MS, of the letter, 


329). Soa barrister may be punished for contempt of court, 
even for language professedly used in the discharge of his func- 


tions as an advocate: Ex parte Pater (5 B. & 8.299). More- | 


over, a court may be insulted by the most innocent words 
uttered in a peculiar manner and tone: Carus Wilson’s case (7 
Q. B. 984, 1014). Where, however, a person, not satisfied with 
the use of offensive language in a court of justice, resorts to 
violence towards the judge, or towards others in his presence, 
he is, of course, guilty of a most serious contempt of court. 
Thus, if any man draw a weapon upon any judge or justice, 
though he strike not, this is a great misprision (East’s Pleas of 
the Crown, vol. 1, p. 408). Throwing a missile at a judge in 
open court is likewise a grave contempt (Ae Cosgrave, cited in 
Seton on Judgments, 5thed., p. 406). It would seem, how- 
ever, that, for violence offered to a judge sitting in chambers, 
he could not himself punish for the contempt, though the court 
might do so on proper application made to it for the purpose: 
Re Johnson (20 Q. B. D. 68), Re Tyrone Election Petition, Car- 
son’s case (Ir. Rep. 7 C. L. 242). Striking a judge in walking 
along the streets would not, however, amount to a 
contempt of court (Wilmot’s Notes, p. 265). It is 
laid down by Blackstone, after discussing the offence of 
striking in a Royal palace, that striking in the superior 
courts of justice, or at the assizes, is still more penal, 
since it involves the disturbance of public justice (Kerr’s Black- 
stone, 4th ed., vol. 4, p. 111). So if within view of such 
tribunals a man strike a juror or any other “with weapon, 
hand, shoulder, or foot” he commits a grave contempt of court 
(East’s Pleas of the Crown, vol. 1, p. 408), or if he be guilty of 
violence to subordinate officers of a court the offence will be 
regarded as a contempt and so punished (Ex parte Burrows, 8 
Ves. 534, Re Macleod, 6 Jur. 461, 462). Likewise making a riot 
in open court and riotously attempting to rescue out of the 
custody of the sheriff a prisoner who, though acquitted, has not 
yet been formally discharged, is a gross contempt in facie curic, 
and was formerly regarded as an offence punishable with 


editor of a newspaper in which such a letter appears is not 
guilty of contempt of court in respect of his refusal to give up 


there being no authority, in point of law, to require him to do 
either. Libels upon persons who, being concerned in the busi- 
ness of the court, are under its protection, will sometimes also 
be punished as contempts: Hx parte Jones (13 Ves, 237, 238), 


| Price v. Hutchinson (L. R. 9 Eq. 534), Zelmore v. Smith (35 








W. R. 157, 35 Ch. D. 449). 

Without attempting to exhaust the subject under discussion, 
it will be sufficient to state, in conclusion, that the emp 
of notices or advertisements with reference to the subject of an 
action, calcvlated to prejudice the rights or misrepresent the 
relative position or character of any of the parties to a cause, 
would certainly be a contampt of court: Matthews v. Smith (38 


| Hare, 331), Butler v. Butler (13 P. D. 78), Plating Co. v. Far- 


quharson (29 W. R. 510, 17 Ch. D, 49), Brodribb v. Brodribb (34 
W. R. 580, 11 P. D. 66); likewise, any comments made on a 
criminal trial or other proceeding when pending, or about to 
commence, and whether made in writing (Daw v. Eley, 17 W. R. 
245, L. R. 7 Eq. 47; Tichborne v. Mostyn, 15 W. R. 1072, L. R. 
7 Eq. 55n; Re Crown Bank; Re O' Malley, 39 W. RB. 45, 44 Ch. 
D. 649; Re Cheltenham and Swansea Railway Carriage and Wagon 
Co., L. R. 8 Eq. 580), or in speeches at public assemblies: per 
Cocxsury, ©.J., in Zhe Queen v. Castro, Onslow’s and Whalley’s case 
(L. R. 9 Q. B., at p. 227). ; 








It is stated that the will, dated the 12th of June, 1888, of Mr. William 
Smith, solicitor, Stockport, who died on the 14th of January last, has been 
proved in the Chester District Probate Registry, the gross value of the 
personalty being £115,480. 

Mr. Justice Collins has been suffering from a severe cold, and has been 
ordered by his medical adviser not to leave his room for the present. The 
learned judge, however, it is expected, will be able to resume his seat in 
court again in the course of a few days. 

The following are the commission days fixed for the Spring Assizes on 
the Northern Circuit :—Manchester, Charles and Collins, JJ,, Saturday. 
April 29; Liverpool, Wills and Collins, JJ., Monday,"May 8." Both civil 
and criminal business will be taken at these places. 
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LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


| for which the action is brought. Clause 5 permits one of several 
| defendants to put in a separate defence, and generally to proceed in 


. rm ae i 2 actio ithout reference to his co-defe " slause 6 ‘ 
Tue SALE oF ADvowsons.—The Church Patronage Bill introduced | the ection without reference to his co-defendents, and clause 6 allows 


by the Archbishop of Canterbury deals with the transfer of rights of | 
patronage (clauses 1 to 3), with presentation and institution (clauses | 


4 to 8), and with the avoidance of bencfices (clauses 9 to 11). Clauses 
12 to 18 contuin various supplementary provisions. As to the trans- 
fer of rights of patronage it is provided that, after the Bill becomes 
law, it shall not, subject to certain savings, be lawful (a) to sell or 
offer for sale by public auction any right of patronage or () to mort- 
gage any right of patronage, and any such sale or mortgage shall be 
void. Moreover, no sale or transfer of a right of patronage will be 
valid which does not transfer the whole right of the vendor or trans- 
feror; and where any right of patronage has been sold it will not be 
lawful for the purchaser to resell such right until the benefice is full 
after two avoidances thereof subsequent to the date of sale, but this 
is not to prevent a sale of such right on the death or bankruptcy of 
the purchaser. Every person claiming any right of patronage by 
trausfer or transmission is to register the same in the registry of the 
diocese ; and until so registered the transfer or transmission—by 
which term is meant a devise or bequest or a transmission on death or 
otherwise by operation of law—is not to confer a legal right to 
exercise or transfer such right of patronage. The Bill has been 
amended in committee of the House ot Lords, and has been re- 
committed to the Standing Committee. 

Puiaces oF WorsuiP (Srres).—The Places of Worship (Sites) Bill 
introduced by Mr. Etts, which has been reid a second time and 
referred to the Grand Committee on Law, commences by reciting 
that by the Places of Worship Sites Act, 1873, and the Places of 
Worship Sites Amendment Act, 1882 (afterwards referred to as the 
principal Acts) provision is made for enabling persons having limited 
interests in land to grant sites for places of religious worship, and 
that it is expedient to make further provision with respect to the 
acquisition of such sites. Clause 3 provides that the provisions of the 
Bill shall extend to any of the purposes of the principal Acts, except 
the acquisition of sites for burial grounds; aud the Bill, and also the 


Acts, are to extend to the enlargement of existing sites. Such purposes, | 


as specified in the Act of 1873 and allowing for the exception of burial 
grounds, are the provision of sites, not exceeding one acre in extent, 
and not being part of a demesne or pleasure ground attuched to any 
house, for a church, chapel, meeting-house, or other place of Divine 
worship, or for # minister’s residence. The principle of the Bill is 
enunciated in clause 4, which authorizes the compulsory acquisition 
of sites, the mode of acquisition being regulated by the remaining 
clauses. The proceedings commence with a requisition in writing to be 
served on the owner, lessee, and occupier of the proposed site. The requi- 


sition will be accompanied with a plan shewing the site ; it will specify | 
the religious denomination requiring it, and the names of the trustees to | 


whom it is to be conveyed, and will be signed by twenty householders 
resident in the neighbourhood (clause 5), This is to give an 


opportunity for acquisition by consent. Failing consent within six | 


months, two or more of the persons signing the requisition will 


present a memorial to the ‘‘ council,” a term which is detined to mean | 


the council as established by the Local Government Act, 1888, having 
jurisdiction at the place where the site is situated (clauses 6 and 12). 


The determination uf the matter is then for the council, who may take 


evidence on oath, and may make an order for the acquisition of the 


site or any part thereof with or without any conditions, or may | 


dismiss the memorial (clause 7). The next paragraph of this clause 
directs that the council shall have regard to all the circumstances of 
the case, and whether any undue injury will be caused to other 
property of the owner. They will also determine the amount of the 
purchase-money or compensation, but, if either party objects to the 


decision, the amount will be determined by arbitration under the | 


Arbitration Act, 1889 (clause 8). Clause 9 substitutes for conveyance 
by the owner a deed poll to be executed by the trustees of the site and 
lodged with the council. This will be done upon payment of the 
anges or compensation, and performance of any conditions that may 


imposed. The deed will have effect, and the purchase-money or | 
compensation be dealt with, as though the site had been voluntarily | 


conveyed under the principal Acts (clause 9). 
LAW OF LIBEL.—A Bill for the amendment of the Jaw of libel, and 
for the consolidation of the enactments relating to libels published 


in newspapers, has been introduced by Sir ALBERT RoLuit, and read | 


a first time. Under clause 2 the plaintiff in an action of libel is to 
give on the writ particulars, with dates, of each of the alleged libels, 
so as to enable the defendant, if he thinks fit, at once to apologize or 
to pay money into court. Clause 3 is intended to abolish the excep- 
tion contained in R. 8. C., ord. 22, r. 1, and so to enable the 
defendant, while denying liability, to pay money into court. 
Clause 4 applies to libel actions generally the provision of section 6 of 
the Law of Libel Amendment Act, 1888, allowing the defendant in 
an action for a libel in a newspaper to give in evidence in mitigation 
of damages that the plaintiff has already recovered damages cr 
received compensation in respect of words to the same effect as those 


of a separate assessment of damages against different defendants. 
Clause 7 reproduces section 5 of the Act of 1888 with respect to the 
cousolidation of actions, but adds a new provision for the case of a 
libel published simultaneously in a number of newspapers or copied 
shortly after publication. Where the whole of such publications 
have a common origin, a period is to be allowed to the plaintiff 
| for the discovery of any further publications that may have taken 
| place, so that the whole of the actions arising out of the libel may be 
| tried together; and after the expiration of the period no further 
| actions may be instituted except for the recovery of special damages. 
Clause 8 provides for the staying of proceedings until security for 
costs has been given in cases where the plaintiff is an undischarged 
bankrupt or otherwise has no visible means of paying the defendant’s 
costs should he fail to obtain a verdict ; and under clause 9 a verdict 
for nominal damages is to be deemed good cause within R. 8. C., ord. 
65, r. 1,80 as to enable the judge to make an order that the costs 
shall not follow the event. Clause 10 reproduces section 2 of Lord 
Campbell’s Libel Act (6 & 7 Vict. c. 96), permitting the defendant in 
an action for libel against a newspaper to plead that the libel was 
inserted without actual malice and without gross neglect, and, by 
offering compensation and an apology, to protect himself against 
costs. Clause 11 ia the same as section 4 of the Act of 1888,. allowing 
privilege in the case of fair and accurate reports of the proceedings 
of public meetings and of certain specified public bodies, with the 
aduition of a proviso that if the publication is found to be accurate 
and the matter one of public concern, then the publication shall be 
deemed to be for the public benefit. The remaining clauses reproduce 
section 8 of the Act of 1888, requiring the order of a judge at 
chambers for the prosecution of a proprietor, publisher, or editor for 
libel, and sections 4 and 6 of the Newspaper Libel and Registration 
Act, 1881, as to the power of courts of summary jurisdiction to deal 
| with such matters, 





REVIEWS. 
REAL PROPERTY STATUTES. 

SHELFORD'’s REAL Prorerry STaruTes: CoMPRISING THE PRIN- 
CIPAL STATUTES RELATING TO REAL PROPERTY PASSED IN THE 
REIGNS oF Kina WinitAm IV. AND QUEEN VICTORIA, WITH 
Nores or Dercipep Cases. Ninxru Epirion. By Tuomas H. 
Carson, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, assisted by HArotpD B. Bompas, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law. London: Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
There were few books more wanted than a new edition of Shel- 

ford’s Real Property Statutes. ‘The last edition, published in 1874, 

was still a valuable portion of the conveyancer’s library, but it had 

become lamentably out of date, both as regards statute and case law. 

It had, however, never been surpassed by any subsequent work in the 

convenience of its design and the care with which that design was 

carried out. There was one obvious difficulty in the preparation of a 

| new edition: both the cases and the statutes which must necessarily 
be added were so numerous as to threaten to render the book very 
(unwieldy. This difficulty has been overcome by judicious pruning of 
obsolete or less important matter, and the work now appears, in- 
creased in size of page, but not materially thicker than the last 
edition. The type has been greatly improved, and the marginal 
notes are more numerous. The book now contains all the Settled 
Land Acts and Conveyancing Acts, including the Act of 1892, with 
notes stating with excellent terseness the purport of the decisions, 
and the rules made under the Acts are also given. As regards the older 
Acts the notes appear to bring down the cases very carefully to the 
| date of publication. We think it will be found that “ Shelford”’ is 
| by this new edition re-established in its former utility. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890; the Life Assurance Companies 
| Acts, 1870 to 1872; the Stannaries Acts, 1869 and 1887; the Forged 
Transfers Acts, 1891 and 1892; and other Statutes and Statutory 
Enactments relating to or affecting Joint-Stock Companies formed 
under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890. With Cross References and 
a full Analytical Index. By V. DE 8. Fowke, Barrister-at-Law. 
Jordan & Sons. 


Principles and Practice of the Law of Libel and Slander. With 
| Suggestions on the Conduct of a Civil Action, Forms and Precedents, 
| and all Statutes bearing on the subject. By Hucu Fraser, M.A., 
LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. Reeves & Turner. 

| The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890. A Handy Book on the For- 
mation, Management, and Winding Up of Joint-Stock Companies. 
By WILLIAM JoRDAN and F, Gore-BrownzE, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Sixteenth Edition. Jordan & Sons. 
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Parliamentary Legislation in Brief. Wilson’s Epitome of Public 
Acts (54 & 55, 55 & 56 Vict.), Sessions 1890-91-92. A Statutory 


or | plastering that may have been contracted for, or sub-contracted for, 
under the original contract, neither to take any work of any master 





Reference Handbook. By Rozert T. Pooie. Effingham Wilson | builder who is building property for himself, and that no member of this 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
TRUST COMPANIES. 
[Yo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Your journal has made a vigorous and admirable stand 
against the encroachments of officialism, but are not your efforts in 
vain while the way for the advent of the universal absorber is pre- 
pared by the representatives of the profession? The question has 
been forced upon me by the receipt a day or two ago of a prospectus 
of the Law Guarantee and Trust Society (Limited). That document 
not only solicits guarantee business, but intimates, as do other adver- 
tisements, that ‘‘the society is prepared te be appointed trustee in 
existing or in new trusts.” Amongst the directors of the company 
so advertising are the president and eleven members besides of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society. May not our clients justly 
think that if so many eminent solicitors testify their approval of the 
corporate trustee it is but a small step thence to the official trustee, 
with a preponderance in favour of the latter as compared with a com- 
pany incurring large liabilities ? A Lonpon Souicrror. 

April 13. 

[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. S. J.] 








CASES .OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
TEMPERTON +. RUSSELL —No. 1, 17th April. 


Trane Unron—Comurnation To InjurE A Person In 1s Bustness— 
Procurtna Breacu or ContracT—INDUCEMENT NOT TO ENTER INTO F'rEsn 
ContTRACtT. 

This was an application by the defendants for a new trial of an action or 
for judgment. The plaintiff, Joseph ‘'emperton, was a mason and builder 
carrying on business at Hull. The defendants were members and officers 
of the Hull branches of certain associations or societies of workmen and 
mechanics and of a joint committee thereof. The plaintiff’s claim against 
the defendants was for maliciously and wrongfully, and with intent to 
injure the plaintiff, procuring and inducing certain persons to break 
contracts into which they had entered with the plaintiff, and not to enter 
into other contracts with the plaintiff, and for maliciously and wrongfully 
intimidating the said persons and coercing them to break their said 
contracts with the plaintiff and not to enter into other contracts with the 
plaintiff ; and for unlawfully and maliciously conspiring together and with 
other persons to do the acts and things aforesaid with intent to injure the 
plaintiff. The plaintiff claimed £1,000 damages, and an injunction to 
restrain the continuance and repetition of the matters complained of. 
The action was tried before Collins, J., and a jury. The evidence shewed 
that three trade union societies in Hull—viz, the —— Bricklayers’ 
Society, the Builders’ Labourers’ Society, and the Operative Plasterers’ 
Society, formed a joint committee, and gave authority to such committee to 
determine, by resolution or otherwise with regard to the building trade what 
course of conduct should from time to time be followed by the individual 
members of the three societies. They also gave power to the joint com- 
mittee to delegate their authority to one or more persons. In accordance 
with the power so conferred upon them the joint committee framed 
certain rules; and in the transactions which formed the subject-matter of 
this action they delegated their general authority to direct the members 
how they should act to the defendant Russell. The plaintiff was in the 
habit of supplying building materials to the firm of Myers & Temper- 
ton, who were builders, and who conducted their business in a 
way which was not in accordance with the rules laid down 
by the joint committee. The plaintiff's case was that the 
committee, having unsuccessfully attempted to induce Myers and 
Temperton to alter their course of business, determined to compel the 
plaintiff to cease from having any further dealings with Myers and Tem- 
perton; and that in pursuance of this determination Russell, acting as the 
agent of all the other defendants, issued orders that no member of the 
union should handle any materials supplied by the plaintiff. It was 
proved that Russell approached two persons named Brentano and Gibson, 

each of whom had a separate contract with the plaintiff for the supply by 
the plaintiff to them or building materials, and told them that the mem- 
bers of the union had resolved not todo any work on materials supplied 
by the plaintiff, and that, if they carried out their contracts with the 
plaintiff, their business would suffer. It appeared that a resolation had 
been passed by the joint committec advising the three societies to abstain 
from using any lime supplied by merchants who were supplying any 
builders who were working contrary to rule9. Rule 9 of the Operative 

Bricklayers’ Society provided that ‘‘no member of this society shall be 

permitted under any circumstances to contract for, or take by measure- 


society be allowed to work on such jobs. That no member of these 
| societies be allowed to work on any job where labour alone is con- 
| tracted for.’’ The learned judge left two —— to the jury: (1) Did 
| the defendants or any of them maliciously uce the persons named or 
any of them to break their contracts with the plaintiff? (2) Did the 
| defendants or any two or more of them maliciously conspire to induce the 
persons named and others not to enter into contracts with the plaintiff, 
and were such persons thereby induced not to make such contracts? ‘The 
jury answered both questions in the affirmative, and gave the plaintiff 
£50 damages on the first count and £200 on the second count. The 
learned judge gave judgment for the plaintiff for that amount, and 
granted an injunction. The defendants applied for judgment or a new 
trial. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lorzs and A. L, Sarrn, L JJ.) dis- 
missed the application. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., after stating the facts of the case, said it must be 
taken that Russell in his interview with Brentano was acting as agent for 
the unions and the committee, and there was ample evidence that all the 
defendants authorized what was done byhim. Russell knew that Brentano 
had entered into contracts with the plaintiff, and that he would probably 
enter into other contracts with him, aud he told him that if he dealt with 
the plaintiff, be would come to harm in his business by reason of his work- 
men being called out. The object in view was to prevent Brentano from 
carrying out bis contracts with the plaintiff or eateriag into further con- 
tracts with him, not for the purpose of injuring Brentano, but for the pur- 
pose of injuring the plaintiff in his bu-iness, and thus forcing the plaintiff to 
conform to the rules of the unions. The effect of what was done was that 
the men who were working for Brentano were ordered to leave their work 
in the event of Brentano carrying out his contract with the plaintiff. It 
was impossible to say that it was only a piece of advice to them, and that 
they could do as they liked. They had agreed and undertaken to obey the 
rules of their society, and if they disobeyed they were liable to be expelled 
or fined. The defendants acted in the same way with regard to Gibson ; 
and their object in each case was to injure the plaintiff, and to impose upon 
him a policy which they had no right to impose upon him. Tho-e being the 
facts, they had to apply the law to them. The case of Bowen v. Hall (6 Q. 
B. D. 333) shewed that, as regards the liability for persuading a person to 
break a contract, there was no distinction between the case of master and 
servant and other cases, This question had previously arisen in Lumley 
v. Gye (2 FE. & B. 216) and the judgment of the majority of the court in 
that case was affirmed by the Vourt of Appeal in Bowen v. Hall, and it 
was laid down that though merely to persuade a person to break his con- 
tract might not be wrongfal, yet if the persuasion be used for the indirect 
purpose of injuring the plaintiff or of benefiting the defendant at the 
expense of the plaintiff, it isa malicious act, which is in law and, in fact, 
a wrong act, and therefore a wrongful act, and therefore an actionable act 
if injury ensues from it. That exactly applied to the present case. The 
question arose whether there was avy distinction in this respect between 
inducing a person to break an existing contract and inducing a person not 
to enter into a fresh contract. He could see no distinction between the 
two cases, the wrongful intent and the effect of injuring the person being 
the same in each. In the case of Mogul Steamship Co. v. McGregor, Gow, § 
Co (1892, A. C. 25) the House of Lords drew no such distinction. The 
judgment of Lord Bramwell iu that case was an authority to shew that 
the agreement between the defendants in this case was unlawful, and the 
damage made it actionable. ‘The doctrine, that an agreement to do an 
act, which, if done by an individual, would not be wrongful, might be 
actionable if damage was caused thereby, applied alike to the procuring 
of the breach of an existing coutract and ulso to the preventing of the 
making of new contracts. Here there was evidence that persons were pre- 
vented from entering into contracts with the plaintiff, and that 
was done to the plaintiff thereby. There was evidence, therefore, upon 
both counts to go to the jury, and there had been no misdirection, and the 
verdict must be upheld. 

Lorgs and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Robson, Q C., and 
H. 1. Kemp; Ti»dal Atkinson, QC., and 7. W. Chitty; Lawson We alton, 
Q.C., and Montague Lush. Sortcrrors, Shaen, Roscoe, Massey, § Co. ; 
Collyer-Bristow, Russell, Hill, § Co., for Laverack § Son, Hull; Bell, Brod- 
rick, § Gray, for J. T. § H. Woodhouse, Hull. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 








High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re AMES, AMES v. AMES—North, J., 12th April. 


Serrement—Forreiture on AtLrenation—Serrtep Lanv Act, 1882, 
s. 51, sup-section 1. 


Under a settlement made by the will and codicils of John Ames, who 
died in 1867, H. St. Vincent Ames was tenant for life in possession of 
certain real estate in Devonshire. By the said will and codicils the 
testator bequeathed to his trustees £4,000 upon trust to apply the dividends 
thereof during certain lives, of which H. St. Vincent Ames was one, to 
the maintenance and repair of a - — “ me ng Arcsin — 7 
thereto to preserving in good repa and drives thereon, 

to be paid be tho pumien for the time being by virtue of the trusts of the 
will entitled to the possession or the receipt of the rents and profits of the 
said estate for his own absolute use. And the testator farther provided 





ment, either in the whole or part, any kind of brickwork, tuck-pointing, 





that if at any time during the continance of the said trusts of the 
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£4,000 the person for the time being entitled to the possession or to the 
receipt of the rents and profits of the said estate should by alienation or 
other act of his (other than by a lease in exercise of his powers of 
leasing) cease to be entitled to such possession or receipt, then the trusts 
declared of the £4,000 were to cease, and the same was to fall into the 
residuary personal estate of the testator. In 1892 H. St. Vincent Ames, 
with the consent of the trustees appointed for the purposes of the Settled 
Land Acts, sold the said estate. This was an originating summons taken 
out by H. St. Vincent Ames, to which the trustees of the will, the trustees 
of the will for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts, and the residuary 
legatee were defendants, to have it declared, inter alia, that the plaintiff 
was entitled to the income of the above-mentioned £4,000 during his life. 
The summons also asked that the sale by the plaintiff of furniture and 
chattels settled by the said settlement might be approved. It was con- 
tended that under the Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 51, sub-section 1, the 
provision that the £4,000 was to fall into the residue on alienation must 
be deemed to be yoid. 

Norrn, J., held that the section applied. Under the will the plaintiff, 
the tenant for life in possession, was entitled to have the dividends of the 
£4,000 applied in keeping up certain portions of the property. If he 
parted with it he would lose that benefit, for he could not sell that. If he 
refrained from selling the property he would have the benefit of extra 
expenditure on it, which would otherwise have to come out of his own 
pocket, and though possibly there might be no surplus to go into his own 
pocket, still there was an estate which, while he possessed it, would be 
worth more by the dividends on the £4,000 than it would be if he parted 
with it, for by the will in such a case the money was to fall into the 
residue. And so a state of things was produced against which the words 
of section 51 were directed. His lordship directed, therefore, that, not- 
withstanding the sale, no change must be made as to the payments of the 
dividends of the £4,000 to the plaintiff. With regard to the approval of the 
sale of the chattels asked for, his lordship could not give that, but the 
summons must be amended, and a declaration made that the trustees need 
take no steps as to getting in the chattels already sold.—Covnset, 
H. Law; Everitt, Q.C.: Cozens-Hardy, Q.C.; Stuart Smith. Soxtcrrors, 
Burch, Whitehead, §& Davidson ; Guscotte, Wadham, § Co. 


[Reported by C. F. Dvvcay, Barvister-at-Law. } | 





THE BRIGHTON MARINE, &c., CO. r. WOODHOUSE—North, |J., { 
14th April. | 

AGREEMENT TO Rerer—Stay or Proceepincs—Arpitration Act, 1889, | 
s. 4—R. 8S. C., LXIV., 8. 

This was a motion by the defendant in the action that, the matters in 
difference between the parties having been agreed to be referred to arbi- 
tration by two agreements, dated respectively the 16th of July, 1891, all 
proceedings in the action might be stayed, pursuant to the Arbitration 
Act, 1889, s. 4, which provides that ‘‘if any party toasubmission . . . 
commences any legal proceedings in any court against any other party to 
the submission . in respect of any matter agreed to be referred, 
any party to such legal proceedings may at any time after appearance and 
before delivering any pleadings, or taking any other steps in the pro- 
ceedings, apply to that court to stay the proceedings.’’ The defendant 
had delivered no pleadings, but when the original time for putting in his 
defence was about to expire he wrote to the plaintiffs asking for their 
consent to the time being extended for fourteen days. which was given, 
and subsequently asked for a further extension of time of ten days, to 
which the plaintiffs also consented. It was urged for the plaintiffs that | 
this was taking ‘‘steps in the proceedings’’ under the provisions of | 
ord. 64, r. 8, which allows the time for delivering any pleadings to be | 
enlarged by consent without application to the court. 


North, J., said that he onght to make the order asked for. The de- 
fendant had put in no defence, and so far was in time. The question was, 
Had he taken “‘ any other steps in the proceedings’’? It was said that 
he had by his applications for extension of time wherein to put in his 
defence. But in his lordship’s opinion that was not taking steps in the 
proceedings, but outside them. No doubt if the consent had been 
refused the defendant would have been obliged to take out a summons, 
which would have been ‘‘a step in the proceedings.’’ But it could not be 
said that, because it was provided by ord. (4, r. 8, that by consent a step 
in the proceedings could be avoided, that was itself a step in the proceed- 
ings. There must be an order to stay proceedings and refer the matter to 
arbitration, with liberty to apply.—Cotnse1, Farwell, Q.C., and Methold ; 
Byrne, Q.C., and Baines. Soxtcrrors, Bolton §& Co. ; Thomas White & Co. 

{Reported by C. F. Duxcay, Barrister-at-Law.]} 








Re SUDBURY AND POYNTON ESTATES, VERNOW ». LORD VERNON— 
Stirling, J., 13th April. 


SETTLEMENT—IMPROVEMENTS—TENANT FOR [LirE—OBLIGATION TO MAKE 
Payments To Sinkine Funp—Vauipity—Serriep Lanp Act, 1882, s. 51. 





This was a summons under section 56 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, and 
raised the question whether there was any obligation on Lord Vernon, | 
under the circumstances hereinafter mentioned, to contribute any further 
payments to any sinking fund directed to be formed by the settlement 
under which he held the estates. The settlement of the Vernon Estates 
was made in April, 1877, and it enabled the trustees, at the request of the | 
tenant for life, to raise the sums of £10,000 and £30,000, to be respec- | 


when raised to be handed over to him they were liable to be applied for 
the purchase of land to be settled to the same uses as the settled property. 
The trustees had handed over the moneys to Lord Vernon, the tenant for 
life, under the settlement, and he applied them for improvements. 
According to the terms of the settlement he was under an obligation to 
replace out of income the moneys so handed over to him by annual in- 
stalments of one-twenty-fifth of each sum handed over to him, and he 
paid several contributions to the sinking fund. The question was now 
raised by the trustees whether, having regard to section 51 of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, the direction to keep up the sinking fund was bind- 
ing upon Lord Vernon. The section provides that any provision in a 
settlement which attempts in any manner to prohibit or prevent a tenant 
for life from exercising, or to induce him to abstain from exercising, any 
power under the Act is to be deemed to be void. For the trustees it was 
submitted that the provision in the settlement was good, and that it did 
not affect any of the powers given to the tenant for life under the Act. 
On behalf of Lord Vernon it was contended that the condition as to the 
sinking fund was void, and contravened section 51 of the Act. 


Srirwina, J., said that under section 33 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, 
the moneys raised by the trustees were capital moneys, and applicable as 
such under the Act, and the improvements authorized by the settlement 
were to a large extent those which were sanctioned by the Settled Land 
Act. It was, therefore, competent for the tenant for life, if he were so 
minded, to apply to the trustees to deal with the moneys for improvements 
according to the Act. Section 26 of the Act contained careful provisions 
as to the mode in which capital moneys should be applied for improve- 
ments, and required that there must either be a scheme sanctioned by the 
trustees or else that the sanction of the court must be obtained. That course 
had not been resorted to, but the money had been handed over to the 
tenant for life to be dealt with under the settlement. Why was he to be 
relieved from the obligation to recoup imposed upon him by the settle- 
ment? It was said that that obligation was contrary to section 51 of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882. His lordship could not say that the obligation to 
recoup in any way tended to prevent the tenant for life from exercising 
any power under the Act. If the tenant for life had asked the trustees, 


| as he might have done, to deal with the moneys under the Act, he would 


in that case have been under no obligation to recoup at all. So far from 
there being in the settlement any limitation which would prevent the 
tenant for life from exercising any power under the Act it seemed to his 
lordship that there was a very strong inducement for him to exercise those 
statutory powers. Lord Vernon had resorted to the powers under the 
settlement, and he was, therefore, bound to make further payments to the 
sinking fund, but that would not prejudice any application he might make 
under section 15 of the Settled Land Act of 1890, which enabled the court 
to make an order for payment for improvements which had been executed 
without the prior spproval of the trustees or of the court.—Covnsz., 
Lopes ; Hastings, Q.C., and Maidlow. Sotrcrrors, Arnold § Henry White, 


[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


SOMERSET v. EARL POULETT—Kekewich, J., 12th April. 


TrusTEE—BreEACH OF Trust—INvestmMENT oN MortGAGE—VALvUATION— 
Liwiration—ConseEnt or BENEFiIc1anY—ImpounDING INTEREST—MEASURE 
or Lianttity—TrvsteE Act, 1888, ss. 4 (1), 5, 6, 8. 


This action was brought against the trustees of a marriage settlement 
to make good certain breaches of trust alleged to have been committed by 
them in improperly advancing the trust funds upon mortgage security. 
The plaintiffs were Vere F. J. Somerset, the tenant for life, and his in- 
fant children, and the defendants were Earl Poulett, Lord Dorchester, and 
Sir T. Meyrick, the surviving trustees of the settlement. The settlement 
was executed in 1875, and declared that the defendants and Granville R. 
H. Somerset should stand possessed of certain stocks and securities upon 
trust, after the marriage, with the consent in writing of the husband and 
wife during their joint lives to sell and invest the same on real and other 
securities, and to pay the income to the husband for life, then to the wife 
for life, and after the death of the survivor to hold the capital on trusts 
for the children of the marriage. In 1878 the trust funds were, with the 
consent of the husband and wife, sold out and reinvested upon mortgage 


| of an estate in Shropshire belonging to Viscount Hill. With a view to 


this advance the estate was valued by Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co., 
who valued it at £42,750. Subsequently they advised the trustees that 
£35,000 could be safely advanced upon the estate, though they did not 
alter the figure of their valuation. The trustees thereupon advanced the 
whole of the trust funds, consisting cf a sum of £34,612, upon mortgage 
of the estate. Granville-R. H. Somerset died in 1881, and Mrs. Vere 
Somerset in 1889. The security having proved to be insufficient, this 
action was brought. Part of the estate had been sold. For the plaintiffs 
it was contended that no proper valuation had been obtained by the trus- 
tees, that the investment was improper, and that the trustees were liable 
for the resulting loss. The defendants contended that the trustees had 
been advised that the security was sufficient; that the plaintiff, Vere 
Somerset’s right of action was barred by virtue of section 8 of the Trus- 
tee Act, 1888; that his life interest should be impounded in accordance 
with section 6 of that Act, the investment having been made at his ‘‘ ex- 
press and pressing request and instigation.’’ They also relied on section 
5 of the Act as limiting their liability (if any) to the excess of the sum 
actually advanced over the sum which might properly have been advanced. 

Kexkewicu, J., in the course of a written judgment, said that this was 


tively applicable for agricultural and coal mining improvements, and at | one of the most difficult and important of pure chancery cases that had 
the like request to hand over these moneys to him to be applied for such | come before him as judge. It might be taken to be settled (Speight v. 


| 
H 
} 


improvement purposes without any liability on the part of the trustees to 


Gaunt, 32 W. R. 435, 9 App. Cas. 1; Learoyd v. Whiteley, 36 W. R. 721, 


see to their application. Until the tenant for life required these moneys! 12 App. Cas. 727) that trustees must exercise in the discharge of their 
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duties ordinary care and prudence, by which was meant such care and 
prudence as a reasonable man would exercise in the management of his 
own private affairs; and that so long as — did this, and acted within 
the limits of their legal powers, they could not be made liable for loss 
even though incurred by what turned out to be a failure in discretion. As 
to investments on mortgage, it was the duty of trustees to conclude for 
themselves, and by the exercise of their own judgment, whether any given 
security was sufficient for the amount which they proposed to advance 
against it ; and this held good notwithstanding that the surveyor, solicitor, 
or other trusted agent expressed an opinion on the subject. There was no 
absolute rule respecting the choice of security falling within the strict 
limits of authorized investments, or the amount proper to be advanced 
against any particular security; but Learoyd v. Whiteley, combined with 
other cases, such as Fry v. Tapson (33 W. R. 113, 28 Ch. D. 268), shewed 
that there were undefined, but fairly well understood, limits beyond which 
advances ought not to be made. In order to fix the limit of advance in 
any particular case, it was necessary for trustees to be advised respecting 
the value of the property; and unless they themselves were personally 
acquainted with it, they must also be advised respecting the character of 
the property and the probability of its continuing to be a proper trust 
security. The object cf trustees must ever be to make a permanent 
investment—one which would be inaintained fora considerable period, and 
which would not only during that period yield the stipulated income, but 
would ultimately, and whenever required, realize the full sum advanced. 
In Learoyd vy. Whiteley the Lord Chancellor dwelt on the importance of 
securing the capital sum, but did not, he was convinced, intend to place in 
the background the importance of also securing the income, which might 
be, and often was, as essential to the welfare of the remainderman as it 
was to that of the tenant for life. His lordship expressed himself thus 
because the limits stated with reference to capital had not been specifically 
applied to income, and he was not sure that, as regards income, some 
larger latitude might not safely be permitted. On the question how far, 
if at all, trustees might properly rely on the position of the borrower, 
there was, so far as he was aware, no authority. It was impossible 
to exclude it from the consideration of trustees, and it would not be 
difficult to put cases in which the solvency or insolvency of the borrower 
would properly influence them in making an advance somewhat in excess 
of the limits generally allowed or declining the transaction altogether ; 
but where the object was to make a permanent investment of trust-money 
on mortgage of real estate, it seemed to him wrong to advance a sum 
largely in excess of what was otherwise right because it was believed that 
the borrower was now, and was expected to remain, capable of paying the 
principal and interest, or such part thereof as could not be from 
the security. Upon these principles his lordship examined the mortgage 
of 1878, and came to the conclusion that the impropriety of the investment 
of the £34,612 was beyond question. The liability of the defendants 
according to law, apart from the Trustee Act, 1888, being thus established, 
it remained to consider the several questions arising under that Act. His 
lordship held that, as against the plaintiff Vere Somerset, the statute 
afforded a complete answer on the part of the defendants, and that the 
security would have been a proper investment for £26,000. He therefore 
made a declaration, as between the infant plaintiffs and the defendants, 
that the investment of the £34,612 was a breach of trust, and that the 
defendants were jointly and severally liable to make good the loss to the 
trust estate, upon the footing that £26,000 was the largest sum which 
might properly have been advanced by the trustees on the security of the 
mortgaged property. The same plaintiffs would be declared entitled toa 
lien on the proveeds of sale of the property already sold and on the 
property remaining unsold for the payment of the amount found due to 
them. As between Vere Somerset and the defendants there would be a 
declaration that his right to sue was barred by the Trustee Act, 1888, and, 
further, that the defendants were entitled to have his life interest in the 
whole trust estate, whatever it was, impounded by way of indemnity to 
them against the liability before declared, and proper directions must be 
given to that end. The defendants must pay the infant plaintiffs’ costs of 
action, and Vere Somerset must pay the defendants’ costs of the action so 
far as they had been increased by his joining as plaintiff and seeking relief 
against the defendants.—CounsgeL, Warmington, Q.C., and O. L. Clare ; 
Marten, Q.C., and 7. H. Carson. Souxtcrrors, Pritchard, Englefield, § Co., 
for E. Bygott, Wem, Salop; Hulberts § Hussey. 
Reported by Arnotp Grover, Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN BATER AND ANOTHER AND THE 
MAYOR, &c., OF BIRKENHEAD—19th April. 


Pustic Heartu Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), ss. 116, 117, 308—Szizvure 
or Meat ny Loca, Autnoriry—RervsaL or Magistrate to Conpsmn— 
DAMAGE ARISING FROM WRONGFUL Exercise or Powrrs—‘‘ Furi Com- 
PENSATION’’—Costs or ATTENDANCE OF OWNER BEFORE MAGIsTraTE— 
RieuT TO REFUSE Return or Mzar. 


This was a case stated for the opinion of the court under section 7 of the 
Arbitration Act, 1889. The circumstances out of which the arbitration 
arose were the following :—On the 23rd of August, 1892, the inspector of 
nuisances appointed by the Corporation of Birkenhead (as the urban 


under sections 116 and 117 of the Public Health Act, 1875. 
then tendered the carcass to the claimants, but they refused to accept 
it. Arbitrators were caput under sections 179, 180, and 308 of 
Public Health Act to ine the fact of damage in relation to 
above matters and the amount of compensation (assuming that a right to 
compensation existed) to be to the claimants by the corporation 
Questions arose before the itrators, and were now submitted to 
court, as to whether the claimants were legally entitled to refuse to accept 
the carcass when tendered to them after the magistrate’s decision, and 
were therefore entitled to receive as compensation the full value of the 
carcass, or whether they ought to have accepted it and were entitled only 
to receive damages for its detention ; and as to whether the costs of the 
claimants of appearing before the te and op; the condemna- 
tion of the meat could lawfully be included under the word ‘‘ compensa- 
tion’’ as used in section 308 of the Public Health Act, 1875. That section 
provides that ‘‘ where any person sustains any by reason of the 
exercise of any of the powers of this Act in relation to any matter as to 
which he is not himself in default, fall compensation shall be made to such 
person by the local authority exercising such powers.” The following 
cases were cited: White v. Redfern (5 Q. B. D. 15), Vinter v. Hind (10 
Q. B. D. 63), and Waye v. Thompson (15 Q. B. D. 342), reliance being 
placed by the corporation (as to the question of the costs of thew 

before the magistrate) upon the remark of Wills, J., in the last-mentioned 
case (15 Q. B. D., at p. 347), “‘It has been already decided that the 
defendant cannot be heard on the application to condemn the meat.’ 

Tue Covrr (Wim1s and Cxartzs, JJ.) decided the first question in 
favour of the corporation and the second in favour of the claimants. 

Wuzs, J.—The difficulty which arises in this case is one which com- 

monly occurs where | tion is imperfect, and that is the general 
opinion as to these sections. The first — here is whether, when 
proceedings have been taken under the Public Health Act, and a man’s 
meat has been wrongfully seized as being unfit for human food, he is 
entitled, under the section which gives him a right to compensation, to the 
full value of the meat seized and also to his costs of going before the 
magistrate upon the application to condemn the meat. On the first point 
we are with the co: tion. We think itis impossible to say that because 
the meat was cen pe its condemnation did not follow the owner had a 
right to refuse to take it back for what it was worth. It remained his 
meat; and a person who is seeking damages from another must act rea- 
sonably, and do his best to prevent excessive damage being incurred. I 
think that the claimants were wrong in this matter, and are not entitled to 
recover the full value of the meat as damages. Then comes the more 
eerious question as to the costs of appearing before the magistrate. The 

under which the condemnation of the meat may take place is 
anomalous. It may take place behind the back of the owner of the meat, 
and in one of the decisions I am reported as having said that the defend- 
ant ‘‘cannot’’ be heard. I think that that is incorrect : if the expression 
ascribed to me had been ‘‘is not entitled to be heard’’ I think it would 
have been correct, but I do not think that any decision has gone beyond 
that. It is, however, clear that the magistrate may refuse to hear the 
defendant and his witnesses, and that the condemnation of the meat may 
yet be good. It is said that as the defendant has no right to be heard he 
has no right to recover his costs of that hearing. I cannot agree to that. His 
attendance before the magistrate seems to me to be the natural conse- 
quence of the seizure of the meat. The Act says that he is to have “ full 
compensation,’’ and I think that common sense and justice require that 
the costs of any steps which a rightminded man who thought had a 
good cause would naturally take under the circumstances are recoverable 
as compensation where there has been an erroneous exercise of the powers 
of the Act. Any other decision would be terribly unjust to an honest man 
whose meat had been seized: he would be deterred by the fear of 
incurring costs from coming forward and defending himself. The ques- 
tion as to the inclusion of the costs in the compensation to be paid to the 
claimants must, therefore, be answered in their favour. 

Cuarwzs, J.—I am of the same opinion. For the purpose of dealing with 
these questions we must assume that the ts are persons who have 
sustained damage through the exercise of the powers of the Act in relation 
to a matter as to which they are not in default. If that be so, they are to 
receive ‘‘ full compensation.’’ As to the first question I entirely 
with the remarks made by my brother Wills. [ think that the s 
sum which the arbitrators have found is all that is payable to the claimants ; 
they had no right to throw this carcass upon the of the ion. 
The second question is much more important. It is said that the appear- 
ance of the Sent before the magistrate was not the natural consequence 
of the act of the officer of the corporation. But surely it is natural and 
proper for a man who has had notice of these p pete ce 
try to prevent the condemnation of his meat. It is said, again, that it was 
useless for them to appear, becuuse the megiasete had no power to hear 
them upon this question. As my brother Wills has pointed out, no case 
hss gone so far as to decide that. Certainly there are expressions both 
in Waye v. Thompson and in Vinter v. Hind which point in that direction, 
but neither of those cases decide that the te has no power to hear 
the owner of the meat. Though he is not entitled to be heard, it ap 
to me that the magistrate is tted to hear him, and he may, if he likes, 
go and put his case. Here the did hear the owners of the meat 
and their witnesses, and he declined to condemn the meat. I think that 
the attendance of the owners and their witnesses was the natural 
consequence of the act of the officer, and that the costs thereby incurred 
ought to be included in the full com that is to be allowed.— 





sanitary authority) seized the carcass of a bullock, the property of the 
claimants, who were partners in the business of importing cattle and sel- 
ling meat, as being unfit for human food. He detained the carcass, and 
on the following day took it before a magistrate, who refused to condemn | 
it or to make any order in respect of it. These proceedings were taken | 





Counset, Poland, Q.C., and Macmorran ; J. Walton, Q.C., and W. F, Taylor. 
Soxicrrors, Hamlin, Grammer, & Hamlin, for R. B. Moore ¢ Son, Birkenhead ; 
Gill, Town Clerk, Birkenhead. 


(Reported by T. R. C. Pitt, Barrister-at-Law. | 








426 THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL. 


SCOTTISH PROVIDENT INSTITUTION v». BODDAM—12th April. 


Lire Assurance—STaTEMENTS IN PRoPOsAL—MISREPRESENTATION—FRAUD. | 


This was un action tried before Day, J., without a jury. The claim was 
for a declaration that the acceptance of a proposal of the late R. H, 
Boddam to be admitted as a member of the plaintiff institution for an 
insurance of £2,000 upon his life and the contract entered into by the 

laintiff institution for such assurance were induced by misstatements of 

t, and were void, and for consequential relief. The proposal was 
accepted on the 14th of June, 1892. The proposer had stated in answer 
to a question whether a proposal had been made for the assurance of the 
same life in any other office, ‘‘ Yes, in the Edinburgh Life, in April.’’ 
The proposer bad in fact made proposals to four other offices—the ‘‘ Edin- 
burgh,”’ the “‘ Royal Exchange,’’ the ‘‘ Equitable’? and the ‘ Colonial 
and Mutual’’—and policies had been granted by the two first of these 
offices. The proposer signed a declaration at the foot of the proposal by 
which he agreed ‘‘ that this proposal and declaration shall be the basis of 
the contract, and that in case it shall hereafter appear that this contains 
an untrue statement as to the age, or that evidence furnished in connec- 
tion with this application contains any false and fraudulent averment in 
other respects, then all moneys which shall have been paid on account of 
the said assurance shall be forfeited and belong to the institution, and the 


assurance itself shall be absolutely null and void. On the 15th of June | 


the proposer was found dead in a railway tunnel. The plaintiff institu- 
tion, when the facts as to the prior proposals to other offices came to their 
knowledge, brought this action against the proposer’s executor. The 
following cases were cited :—The London Assurance Co. v. Mansel (27 W. R. 
444, 11 Ch. D. 363), Thomson v. Weems (9 App. Cas. 671), and Fowkes v. 
The Manchester and London Life Assurance Association (11 W. R. 622, 32 


L. J. Q. B. 153). 


Day, J., said that the deceased had stated that he had applied for 
assurance to the Edinburgh Life Office, whereas, as a matter of fact, he 
had also applied to the Colonial and Mutual, in which case the proposal 
had fallen through ; to the Equitable, where the proposal had been with- 
drawn after a medical examination; and to the Royal Exchange, where 
the life was accepted with seven years added to it, It was clear that the 
declaration did not contain the truth as to these materal matters, but as 
fraud had not been alleged he must consider the conditions contained in 
the declaration. The plaintiffs had put their own construction upon the 
expression ‘‘ basis of contract,’’ instead of leaving the law to do it, and 
they had failed to bring the case within the provisions which they had 
themselves framed—no fraud having been pleaded or proved. Judgment 
would therefore be for the defendant, with costs.—CounseEL, Finlay, Q.C., 
and Tindal Atkinson ; Hoplcinson, Q.C., and A. 7. Lawrence. Sovtcrrors, 
Munns § Longden ; Richards & Neale. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. 


DALOBBEL FLIPO ». VARTY AND OTHERS—14th April. 


Practice—Skxcvunity vor Costs—Covunrer-cuam ror Tort—PoweEr To 
REMIT TO THE County Court—Covunty Covrrs Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vier. c. 
43), 8. 66—Jupicaturr Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vicr. c. 66), s. 100. 


The plaintiff brought an action of deLt, and the defendant counter- 
claimed for debt and slander. On the defendant becoming bankrupt a 
stay was ordered as regards the claims for debt, which were remitted to 
the Court of Bankruptcy, and the plaintiff sought to have the counter- 
claim remitted for trial to the county court, on the ground that the de- 
fendant was unable to pay or give security for costs in the event of the 
counter-claim proving unsuccessful. It was contended that for this pur- 
pose “‘action’’ must include ‘‘ counter-claim,”’ and that power to remit 
was conferred by section 66 of the County Courts Act, 1888, which enacts : 
‘*Tt shall be lawful for any person against whom an action of tort is 
brought in the High Court to make an affidavit that the plaintiff has no 
visible means of paying the costs of the defendant should a verdict be not 
found for the plaintiff ; and thereupon a judge of the High Court shall 
have power to make an order that unless the plaintiff shall, within a time 
to be therein mentioned, give full security for the defendant’s costs to the 
satisfaction of one of the masters of the Supreme Court, or satisfy a judge 
of the High Court that he has a cause of action fit to be prosecuted in the 
High Court, all proceedings in the action shall be stayed, or in the event 
of the plaintiff being unable or unwilling to give such security, or failing 
to satisty a judge as aforesaid, that the action be remitted for trial before 
a court to be named in the order.’’ By section 100 of the Judicature Act, 
1873, “action” is defined to mean ‘‘ a civil proceeding commenced by 
writ or in such other manner as may be prescribed by rules of court.’ 
The master refused to remit the action to the county court or to order the 
defendant to give eecurity for the costs of the counter-claim, and on appeal 
Kennedy, J., held that he had no power under the section to accede to 
the plaintiff's application, but his attention being called to an unreported 
case in which Pollock, B., remitted a counter-claim for illegal distress for 
trial in the county court under circumstances analogous to the present, he 
referred the question to the court. 


Tux Court (Wi11s and Cuartes, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Wu1s, J.—However desirable it might be to remit a cace like the pre- 
sent, the Act of Parliament does not give us jurisdiction to do so. A 
counter-claim is not within the Janguage of the section. 

Cuanes, J., concurred.—Counsgz, C. E. Jones; C. Rose-Innes. Sortct- 
TORS, William Morley ; Hugh Rose-Innes. 


Reported by J. E. Atpovus, Barrister-at-Law. 
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| 
| Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ex parte SHERIFF OF ESSEX, Ze HARRISON—Q. B. Div., 17th April. 


Bankruptcy— ExecuTtion—InTerPLeapER Orper— Recervinc OrpEr— 
Costs or Snerirr—Possesston Mongy—Possession Re&rarneD AFTER 
Notice py Orricran Receiver to Dettver over Goops—Bankruptcy 
Act, 1890, s. 11. 


An important question was raised in this case as to the right of the 

sheriff to possession money out of the bankrupt’s estate where possession 
had been retained, after notice of the receiving order had been given, 
| owing to the fact that interpleader proceedings were then pending. Sec- 
| tion 11 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, provides by sub-section (1) that 
‘* where any goods of a debtor are taken in execution, and before the sale 
thereof, or the completion of the execution by the receipt or recovery of 
the full amount of the levy, notice is served on the sheriff that a receiving 
order has been made against the debtor, the sheriff shall, on request, 
deliver the goods and any money seized or received in part satisfaction of 
| the execution to the official receiver, but the costs of the execution shall be 
| a firat charge on the goods or money so delivered, and the official receiver 
| or trustee may sell the goods, or an adequate part thereof, for the purpose 
of satisfying the charge.” In the present case a writ of fi. fa. was issued 
against the debtor on the 24th of August, 1891, under which possession was 
| taken on the 28th of August, 1891. On the 4th of September, 1891, a 
| claim was made to the goods under a bill of sale, and on the 14th of 
September an interpleader order was made directing the sheriff to sell 
unless within a certain time the money was brought into court by the 
|claimant. On the 16th of September, 1891, the sheriff received notice 
that a receiving order had been made against the debtor, and on the 17th 
of September, 1891, the official receiver called on.the sheriff to hand over 
the goods. The sheriff declined to hand over the goods pending the inter- 
pleader order, but on the 24th of September, 1891, he received notice that 
the bill of sale holder withdrew his claim. On the 26th of September, 
1891, the sheriff took out a summons to have the interpleader order dis- 
missed, and on the 2nd of October, 1891, he was ordered to withdraw. 
On that date the sheriff handed over the goods to the official receiver and 
subsequently brought in his bill of costs under section 11, in which he 
claimed possession money down to the 2nd of October. The county court 
judge disallowed all possession money subsequent to the 17th of Septem- 
ber, 1891, on which date the sheriff was called upon by the official receiver 
to deliver up the goods, and from that order the sheriff now appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Vaucnan Witurams and Bruce, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

VaucHan Wityrams, J., said that the court did not think the sheriff 
could claim under section 11 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, any costs of 
execution whatever subsequent to the time when he received the notice 
mentioned in the section. It was not to be argued that the sheriff had 
any claim except by virtue of the provisions of section 11, and it was 
plain that that meant the costs of execution up to the time the notice was 
given. To read the case in the way the court had been invited to read it 
would involve adding to the section some such words as ‘‘ unless inter- 
pleading proceedings are pending,’’ and a proviso that if interpleader 
proceedings were pending the costs of execution should include all costs 
down to the discharge of the interpleader. It had been said that under 
the circumstances the goods were not the goods of the debtor within the 
meaning of the section. If they were not, the sheriff had no claim 
under the section; but if they were the goods of the debtor, then the 
sheriff, on delivering over the goods, was entitled to his costs down to that 
time. The court agreed with the county court judge that the only duty 
of the sheriff was to obey the provisions of the section, and on getting the 
notice his duty was to hand over the goods, and on handing over he would 
get the costs of execution down to that time. 

Brvceg, J., concurred, and said that it was clearly not intended that the 
sheriff should have costs for remaining in possession after he had received 
notice of the receiving order. He would go further, and would say that he 
did not think that it was the duty of the sheriff to remain in possession 
after he had received notice of the receiving order.—CounseL, Wightman 
Wood ; Muir Mackenzie. Sotrcrrons, Gepp § Sons ; The Solicitor to the Board 
of Trade. 





[Reported by C. F. Morrett, Barrister-at-Law. | 
Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED FROM PRACTICE 
FOR FOUR YEARS. 
13 April—Percy Hareu, sen. (Kirkstall, near Leeds). 
SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 
13 April—Atrrep Henry Acxers (Peterborough). 











NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION, 
Orver or Court. 
Thursday, the 13th day of April, 1893. 

I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do 
hereby transfer the action of ‘‘ James Dagnall and Henry George Cox 
(plaintiffs) v. The House Investors’ Corporation (Limited), Sadler Long 
| and Jobn James Pakes (defendants),’’ from the Hon. Mr. Justice Keke- 
| wich (1893—D. N.—657) to the Hon. Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
| Herscwen., C. 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
meeting, held on July 15, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the Society 
should be held in January and April, a special general meeting of the 
members of the Society will be held in the Hall of the Society on Friday, 
the 28th inst., at 2 o’clock precisely, to consider the subjects hereafter 
mentioned, and of which notice has been duly given :— 


QUESTIONS. 


Mr. Charles Ford will move: ‘‘ That in the opinion of this meeting, 
where notice of a question to be asked at a general meeting is printed 
upon the notice paper relating to such meeting, it shall be competent for 
the member, when asking such question, to state his reasons for doing so.”’ 


Courts or ARBITRATION. 


Mr. Charles Ford will ask: ‘‘ Whether the Council have considered, or 
will consider, the desirability of establishing Courts of Arbitration on the 
lines of that lately founded in the City of London, and which was called 
into existence owing to the delay and expense involved when recourse is 
had to Her Majesty’s Supreme Court of Judicature? Further, whether 
the Council is not of opinion that the interests of suitors require that 
solicitors should have a right of audience in the High Court with a view to 
reducing the costs of litigation ?’’ 


LeGat Epvcarion. 


Mr. Charles Ford will ask the chairman: ‘If his attention has been 
called to the recent Congress of Articled Law Students at Derby, and 
whether the Council have considered the resolutions passed at that 
Congress, or propose to take any, and if s0, what steps in the direction of 
providing a better system of legal education for articled clerks in England 
and Wales?’’ and will move: ‘‘ That in the opinion of this meeting the 
new scheme for providing legal education for articled clerks, as promul- 
gated by the Council, is as unsatisfactory as the former scheme, which 
was abandoned for want of support from articled clerks; and this meeting 
is further of opinion that in this new scheme there is no sufficient recognition 
of the rights conferred upon articled clerks by section 8 of the Solicitors 
Act 1877, which contains the following: ‘ All moneys paid to the Society 
in pursuance of this Act, in respect of the Preliminary, Intermediate, and 
Final Examinations, shall be applied by the Society in payment of the 
expenses from time to time incurred by the Society with reference to such 
examinations, and with reference to the lectures, classes and other teaching 
provided by the Society from time to time for persons bound, or about to 
be bound, under articles of clerkship to solicitors.’ ”’ 


HALL AND Orvrices. 


Mr. F. R. Parker will call attention to the crowded condition of the 
Society’s hail and offices, owing to the vast increase in the number of the 
members and in the official business of the Socicty, and will move: ‘‘ That 
the Council be requested to decide at an carly date upon the plans of the 
new buildings to be erected when the Chancery-lane leases fall in.’’ 


Liprany. 


Mr. F. R. Parker will call attention to the desirability of keeping the 
Library catalogue up to date, will enquire when the first triennial 
supplement will be published, and will move: ‘That the list of new 
books added to the library be printed annually in a convenient form, and 
es circulated at cost price to such members as may subscribe therefor in 
advance.”’ 


CuHancery REeGIsTrars. 


Mr. Godden will move, and Mr. Kel:ewich will second: ‘‘ That it is not 
expedient that the office of the Chancery Registrars should be abolished, 
or that their duties should be merged in the general duties of the judges’ 
chief clerks; but that it is expedient that effectual measures should be 
taken for still further avoiding delays in the drawing-up of Chancery 
orders.”’ 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 

March 27.—Mr. Marcus opened the debate: ‘‘ That it wouid be in the 
best interests of the British Empire that the responsibility of Great Britain 
for the maintenance of order in Egypt should cease.’’ Mr. Nugent 
Chaplin opposed. Messrs. Marks, Goodfellow, Le Maistre, Dr. Herbert 
Smith, McMillan, Elliman, Hughes, Begg, Sherrington, and Salaman also 
spoke. The motion was lost. 


April 17.—Mr. C. W. Williams (vice-chairman of the society) moved : 
‘** That the decision of the majority of the Court of Appeal (Fry and Lopes 
L.JJ., Esher, M.R., dissenting) in Companhia de Mozambique v. British South 
Africa Co. and De Sousa v. Same (1892, 2 Q. B. 358) is wrong in law.’’ 
Mr. Nesbitt opposed. Dr. C. Herbert Smith and Messrs. Faithfull, Begg, 
and Symonds also spoke. The motion was carried by one vote. 


The annual dinner of the society will be held at the Criterion Restaurant 
on Wednesday, 26th April, at 7.30. Mr. Justice Kennedy will be in the 
chair. Mr. Dickens, Q.C., Mr. Benjamin Lake, and other gentlemen will 
also be the guests of the society. Tickets (6s. each) may be obtained of 
the , Mr. Donald McMillan, 28, Victoria-street, S.W., or of any 


of the committee, 





| THE COMPANIES (WINDING-UP) ACT, 1890. 
| Tux following are extracts from the report of the Inspector-General in 


| Companies Liquidation on the general working of this Act for the year 
ending the 31st of December, 1891 :— 

character of the Insolvency.—In the appendix I have furnished a series of 
| notes and observations upon a large number of the more instructive cases 
of the year, classified under different categories, according to the kind of 
| objects for which the companies were formed. It would not have beeu 
| difficult to have supplied these materials on a still more extended scale, but 
| in the cases mentioned in the appendix I have selected those which chiefly 
illustrate the various prominent evils to which I desire to direct public atten- 
tion, without undue repetition of detail, and without dealing with cases, 
the proceedings in which might be prejudiced by undue discussion. It 
should be borne in mind that, so faras the facts and figures are concerned, 
the observations are based almost entirely upon the statements of affairs 
furnished by the officials of the company and verified upon oath, and uponthe 
admissions of these officialsthemselves, either in their public or private exam- 
inations in court. One of the first features which a perusal of these notes 
and of Table VIII. suggests is the extremely brief career of the great 
majority of the companies wound up during 1891. Out of the 111 com- 
panies, of which particulars are set out, the average duration from the date 
of registration to the date of the winding-up order is only three years, 
while fifty of them have been less than two years in existence, and twenty- 
four have been less than one. This fact alone excludes the idea that their 
failure was due to the ordinary misfortunes incidental to a trading 
business. A considerable number of cases are those of companies which 
were formed to take over existing private businesses which were either 
yielding no profit, or were actually insolvent at the date of the transfer, 
and these companies therefore never had a chance of success. This course 
furnishes an casy method of escaping from the inconvenience and penalties 
ot the Bankruptcy Court, and experience shows that such transfers are not 
difficult of accomplishment. In any properly conducted sale of an 
existing business to a company the first step ought to be the procuring of 
a reliable valuation of the property, and of a report, after an independent 
examination of the books by a professional accountant, as to the extent 
and profits of the business; but this practice is not obligatory, and in the 
cases to which I refer it has either been totally neglected, or perverted by 
the employment of unreliable persons. Another class is that of companies 
formed to acquire and work some concessionary or patent right, which 
derives its supposed value chiefly from the monopoly attaching to its use 
rather than from any proved intrinsic value. In such cases there is 
generally a wide field for the exercise of the imagination, in 

the value of the rights to be acquired by the company, and the price to be 
paid for them. In many of these cases the directors are the nominees and 
instruments of the vendor. Under these circumstances it is not to be 
wondered at that the procedure has been made use of extensively for the 
purpose of obtaining from the public a consideration far in excess of any 
real or reasonable valuation of the rights in question. Another class of 
cases includes companies formed to purchase existing businesses of a more 
or less bond fide character, but at an extravagant price. In these cases the 
vendors not only nominate the other members of the board, but themselves 
as a rule become the managing directors, in which case their position is 
one of extreme influence, and necessarily controls the conditions under 
which the company is formed and managed. As a rule, and-in order to 
avoid the legal responsibilities of a trustee in regard to the formation of 
the company, the vendors formally join the board after the allotment, 
but, as a matter of fact, their influence throughout is paramount. Where 
an old-established business is converted into a joint stock company upon 
an honest basis and upon reasonable terms, there can be no doubt that 
this continuity of management is greatly in favour of its success, especially 
where the managers hold a large stake in the company as an equivalent 
for the transfer ot bond fide assets. But this very fact increases the temp- 
tations to an over-valuation. ‘The desire to make it appear to the public 
that the vendor is taking a large interest in the venture too often leads to 
his taking such interest in the form of paid-up shares, in addition to and 
after the full value of the property has been provided for by means of cash 
or mortgages. In many cases the shares £0 allotted are re by the 
vendor himself as of little or no value, being freely distributed among 
friends, or among persons who have assisted in the formation of the com- 
pany. Nor is it merely that the practice is liable to abuse by the sale to 
the public of a bond fide buainess at an exorbitant rate, but in a large 
number of the failures to which I refer the real evil lies in the fact 
that the transactions were entered into by the company under circum- 
stances and conditions which made it practically impossible to succeed, 
and which therefore involved a practical fraud upon the shareholders. An 
excessive valuation may lead to diminished profits, but in many of the 
cases in question what took place was an lute confiscation of the 
moneys of the public, considerable amounts having been subscribed and 
payments made on account of purchase-money, but, owing to the in- 
sufficient subscription of capital, the sale was never really completed, and 
the money paid was consequently forfeited. It is no uncommon thing for 
a vendor in such cases to persuade directors to go to allotment and 

with the business by consenting to accept the remainder of the purchase- 
money in the form of a mo , and when, after a brief career, the 
company’s resources are exhausted and further capital has not come in, he 
simply retakes ion in his capacity of ee and thus resumes 
his original position, p/us such moneys as he may have received on account, 
and with the benefit of such improvements as may have been effected by 
the company upon the property. And these ts are brought about, 
not by mistakes on the part of capable and independent sep sachin yr 





senting the interests of the shareholders, as the law assumes di 
be, but by men absolutely devoid of any qualifications for forming an 
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independent judgment, selected and nominated by the vendor, in his own 
interests, often paid by him directly or indirectly by means of gifts of 
shares or of moncy, and acting throughout under his influence and control. 


Care, no doubt, has to be taken in such cases not to allow the transactions | ; 
| liquidation under the supervision of the court, they are subject to great 


in question to be capable of being impugned as constituting a breach of 
trust, but this is the solicitor’s work, and it involves no practical difficulty. 
So far as the vendor is concerned, he relies on the doctrine of caveat 
emptor, and in doing sc he violates no Jaw, but acts strictly within his 


legal righte, and yet, of all classes of cases which have come under the | 


observation of the Department, there are probably none in which the 


interests of the investing public have been more cruelly sacrificed than in | J 
| unsafe to draw uny general conclusions as to the relative cost of the 


there. Again, some of tle companies were formed merely for the purpose 


of carrying out an idea, not accompanied by the acquisition of any property | 
or rights—sometimes an idea involving great benefit to the community if | 


it could be properly carried out. The failura of such companies is not to 
be taken as shewing that the idea in itself was erroneous. but merely that 
the means adopted were unsuitable or insufficient. In all these cases the 
amount of capital subscribed by the public was wholly inadequate for the 


purposes of the company, as judged even by the estimate of its promoters | 


on its formation. The fact is, the directors should never have gone to 
allotment ; and, in doing so, they entirely neglected and sacrificed the 
interests of the subscribers. In many cases what they did was simply to 
seize the moneys of 2 mere handful of subscribers, and to use them up in 
paying the expenses of promotion and the other preliminary expenses of 
the company. A very few of the companies were old-established concerns, 
which had proved prosperous for a time, but which had collapsed through 
mismanagement, not unfrequently accompanied by fraud. On the whole, 
it would be a difficult, if not an impossible, task to select out of the whole 
number of cares wound up by the court during the year a single case in 
which it could be said that the objects of the company were reasonable, 
that its promotion and management were honest, and that its failure was 
due chiefly to misfortune. On the contrary, it would be easy to shew, as 
regards the vast majority, that they were formed, either fraudulently or 
for the purpose of promoting objects which were illusory, or that their 
management was characterized by breach of trust or entire ignorance and 
in-ompetence. The general conclusion to which an impartial observation 
of the facts necessarily leads is, that under the Companies Acts a wide 
field has been opened up for the prosecution of objects of a more or less 
fraudulent character, which did not exist prior to the passing of these 
Acts, and which would be practically impossible in the case of individuals, 
of private partnerships, or of unlimited companies. 

Costs of Administration.—Sufficient time has not yet elapsed to enable 
any statistics to be prepared of the costs of liquidation under the new 
system established by the Companies (Winding-up) Act of 1890. It is 
only in one or two cases that the liquidation of companies was closed 
during the past year, and it is not until the close that any fair estimate of 
costs can be framed. Fears have been expressed in some quarters that 
the introduction of what is called ‘‘ officialism,’’ and of the provisions 
relating to investigation, examination of directors and promoters, reports 
to the court, &c., would render the new system much more costly than that 
previously existing. Iam happy to be able to say that there is no ground 
for any such fears, but that, on the contrary, the expenses of administra- 
tion will probably shew a considerable reduction, in the same manner as 
similar provisions have done under the Bankruptcy Act. It will be observed 
from Table VI., p. 35, that 134 persons were ordered to be publicly ex- 
ainined during the yeur, and of these 123 were actually examined. In one ur 
two of these cases, which were of a very complicated character, it was found 
desirable to employ professional assistance, but the great majority were 
conducted by the official receivers or assistant official receivers personally, 
and the average cost of such examinations (arising chiefly in respect of 
shorthand notes) is about £15 8s. per company, the average number of 
persons examined in each company being seven. So far, therefore, as 
regards that portion of the administration which relates to public exami- 
nations, there is no ground for the supposition that the new Act will 
entail any excessive amount of costs upon shareholders or creditors. On 
the other hand, the greater facilities now afforded for the administration 
of the assets without the necessity of incurring the expense of applica- 
tions to the court, and the simpler methods for auditing the liquidator’s 
accounts now in force, ought to result in a diminution of costs. It is 
useless, however, to speculate upon the subject until further experience 
has been gained by the actual closing of a sufficient number of liquida- 
tions, to admit of a fair estimate being formed. With regard to old 
liquidations, a considerable amount of light is now thrown by the returns 
of liquidators made under section 15 of the Winding-Up Act of 1890, 
upon the time occupied in liquidation, and the costs of the proceedings 
under the Act of 1862, in regard to pending liquidations. It seems a 
somewhat startling fact, that nearly 10 per cent. of the whole of the 
companies to which the table relates have been ten years and upwards 
in liquidation, while no fewer than twelve cases have been going on 
for upwards of twenty years. It is difficult to imagine what parties 
can be benefited by such prolonged liquidations except those who are 
e in conducting them. It may be that in some cases property 
which has been held bas risen in value, but seeing that a liquidator’s first 
duty is to realize and distribute the assets with all convenient speed, it 
may be doubted whether he is justified in holding over the realization of 
property for such a period. Apart from the fact that most creditors and 
shareholders would far rather have a small dividend in hand speedily than 
a larger one ultimately, it is open to the obvious criticism that such 


shareholders and creditors as desire to speculate in property on the 
chance of a distant profit have always ample opportunities of doing so 
on their own account. The idea that assets are improved by “‘ nursing,” 
however excellent it may appear in theory, is but rarely justified by 
A iorced realization is, of course, in many cases, 


actual results. 


| been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 





open to obvious objections, but such prolonged liquidations as some 
of those embraced by the table appear to be no less so. With 
regard to costs, it will be observed that they are smallest in cases of 
voluntary winding up, while in regard to compulsory liquidation, and 


fluctuations. In the majority of cases, although the results are far from 
uniform, they are highest under the compulsory system. This was only 


| to be expected where every proceeding in the liquidation was subject to 


the approval of the court. The theory that supervision orders are less 
expensive than compulsory orders, even under the old system, does not 
receive much support from the table. But as a matter of fact it would be 


different systems of administration from these figures, the cases being 
too few to afford a reliable basis of comparison. I have already sbewn 
that, as a matter of fact, companies which are wourd up voluntarily are 
those in which the sharebolders are chiefly interested, and the creditors 
are either few or are non-existent. This, I believe, is the simple explana- 
tion of the difference in the amount of costs under voluntary and com- 
pulsory liquidation respectively. Wherever creditors exist in any large 
proportion, more or less complicated questions are sure to arise, involving 
much legal consideration and litigation for their solution. Where the 
liquidation, on the other hand, merely involves the getting in of assets 
and distribution among sharcholders, the work is of a very much easier 
description. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Wiit1am Henry Harrison, solicitor, Folkestone, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Harrison was admitted in July, 1685. He 
is deputy registrar of the county court. 

Mr. Arruur Henry Hexzpzerr, solicitor, Birmingham, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hebbert was admitted in Decem- 
ber, 1886, after passing the Final Examination with honours. He is 
clerk to the justices of Smethwick Division, coroner of Stafford, and 
deputy coroner for the Northern Division of the county of Worcester. 


Mr. James R. Meaxry, solicitor (of the firm of Messrs. Hankinson & 
Meakin), Derby, has been appointed Deputy Registrar of Births, Deaths, 
and Marriages for the district of the county borough of Derby. 


Mr. Epwarp Annestey Owen, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Recorder of Walsall in the place of Mr. Neale, deceased. Mr. Owen was 
called to the bar in 1871. 

Mr. Grorce Harry Wis, solicitor, 59, Chancery-lane, W.C., bas 
Mr. Willis was admitted in 
December, 1886. 

Mr. Wa. Wiuttoveusy, junr., M.A. Oxford, solicitor, Daventry, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Willoughby was ad- 
mitted in December, 1886. 

Mr. Wa. Day Warts, solicitor, Bristol, has been appointed a Commis- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Watts was admitted in April, 1882. 

Mr. Harry pe Montrorr Wettxorne, B.A. Oxon, solicitor, 17, Duke- 
street, Southwark, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Wellborne was admitted in July, 1885. 

Mr. Joun Percy Wrrry, solicitor, 24, Cullum-street, City, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Witty was admitted in Janu- 
ary, 1887. 

Mr. Cuas. Sytvesten Woopnrincg, solicitor, Winchester, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Woodbridge was admitted in 
December, 1886. 

Mr. Wiiu1am Westry Woosnam, solicitor, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Woosnam was 
admitted in December, 1883. 

Mr. Txuos. Writson, solicitor, Normanton, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Wilson was admitted in December, 1886. 

Mr. Cus. Howaxp Avevustine Reece, solicitor, 24, Essex-street, Strand, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Reece was admitted 
in June, 1883. 

Mr. Cuartes Joszru Priszsr, solicitor, Liverpool, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Priest was admitted in November, 1886. 

Mr. Exxzst Epwarp Svreriver, solicitor, Great Coggeshall, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Surridge was admitted in 
March, 1884. 

Mr. Wa. Tuos. Symonps Tomns, solicitor, Fishguard, as been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tombs was admitted in October, 1886. 


Mr. Wa. Joun Trrcoms, solicitor, Colne, has been appointed a Oom- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Titcomb was admitted in November, 1883. 


Mr. Bensamix Hicx Warrs, solicitor, Bath, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Watts was admitted in May, 1876. He is clerk 
of the peace. 

Mr. Auzert Waicut, solicitor, Bradford, Yorks, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Wright was admitted in May, 1886. 


Mr. Ronert Wixxryson, solicitor, Halifax, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Wilkinson was admitted in November, 1886. 











a2? 











April 22, 1893. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





[Vol. 37.) 429 _ 








GENERAL. 


Lord Brougham, says the Daily Telegraph, commenced his forensic career | 
by gravely arguing before a judge that his client could not be legally con- | 
victed of ‘‘ sheep’’ stealing because the animal he appropriated was a | 
ram—a word which did not appear in the statute. Somewhat the same 
line was taken at the Stratford Petty Sessions on Saturday by the solicitor 
who defended Walter Street, charged with letting a donkey for hire in | 
Epping Forest without the licence of the conservators. Street could not | 
be convicted for a donkey (such was the argument used) because the word | 
did not occur in the Act of Parliament. The animal he possessed was an 
ass. He was not, however, charged with letting an ass for hire, but a 
donkey, which was quite another thing. ‘‘ But,” said the magistrate, 
scratching his head with a pen, after becoming confused with a speech 
planned upon this new view of natural history, ‘* if a donkey is not an ass, 
what is it? ‘** A donkey, sir,’’ was the reply, ‘‘is like the letter x in 
algebra, an unknown quantity ; the fourth dimension ; an abstraction 
which represents nothing.” ‘‘ Have you ever received a kick from one ?”? 
asked the magistrate. The solicitor admitted lack of such technical ex- 
perience, but still he was prepared to argue that, so far as the Act of Par- 
liament was concerned, there was no such thing as a donkey in existence. 
On referring to the byc-laws it was found that the exact words used were | 
** ass or other animal,’’ and as a compromise the chairman agreed to take 
the donkey as the ‘‘ other animal,” and accordingly fined Street £3 and | 
costs. 








COURT 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or ReGisTRars 1N ATTENDANCE ON 











Dat AppEaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ane No. 2. Curry. Nosrn. 
Henioy, BODE sccccsesstvniys 24 Mr. Ward Mr. Clowes Mr. Godfrey 
Tuesday 2 Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Vard Clowes Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
sed } Ward Clowes Godfrey 
eee 29 Pemberten Jackson Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STixiiva. KEKEWICH. oMER. 
Monday, April..................24 Mr. Relt Mr. Lavie Mr. Pugh 
esda: 25 Farmer Carrington Beal | 
Rolt Lavie Pugh 
Farmer Carrington Beal 
ol Rolt Lavie Pugh 
TE ascoksms césasdequedeseccen 29 Farmer Carrington Beal 
BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Davis.—April 18, at Apley Rise, Marlborough-hill, |N.W., the wife of Felix A. Davis,, 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 
Witson.—April 15, at 50, Collegiate-crescent, Sheffield, the wife of Arnold Muir Wilson, 


solicitor, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGES. 

Arnsiit—Rowtey.—April 15, at St. John’s Church, Hurst, Ernest Henry Ainslie, of the 
Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, to Helen Elizabeth (Ella), eldest daughter of Alexander 
Butler Rowley, of Hurst, Ashton-under-Lyne. 

Cooxe—Provuproor.—April 15, at St. Luke’s, Oseney-crescent, N.W., David Frederick 
Cooke, of Coleman-street, solicitor, to Alice, widow of the late Arthur Proudfoot, of 21, 
John-street, Bedford-row. 

Dopp—Kay April 15, at Holy Trinity Church, Wanstead, Essex, David Mainland Dodd, 
solicitor, Newcastle-upon-Ty ne, to Emily Collinson, eldest daughter of the late Dr. Kay, 
of Sydenham, and granddaughter of T. B. Walker, Esq., Montpellier House, Wanstead. 
art—Montacu.—April 12, at the New West End Synagogue, Bayswater, HenryiD’ Arcy 
Hart, barrister-at-law, of "Lineeln’ s-inn, to Ethel, fourth daughter of Samuel Montagu, 
Esq., M.P., of 12, Kensington Palace-gardens. 

Mernicx—Forxy.—April 12, at the parish church, Bradford, Wilts, Henry Merrick, E«q., 
of Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, yg Mary, widow of the late Herbert Foley, 
and eldest daughter of J. H. ¢ ‘lifton, CC, lands, Keynsham, Somerset, and Bristol. 

Tatiack—Suarr.—April 18, at the Peeie eeting House, Stoke Newington, Edwin 
Tallack, solicitor, of 13, Vincent-square, Westminster, to Florence, daughter of the late 
Lewis Sharp, of 112, Cavenove-road, Stoke Newington, N. 

Tittie—Gissonxs.—April 19, at the parish church, Knutsford, Charles Reed Tillie, M.A., 
solicitor, Londonderry, to Sarah (Letty), younger daughter of Benjamin Gibbons, of 
Knutsford, Cheshire. 

DEATH. 

Suaw.—April 15, Charles Henry Shaw, late Under Treasurer of the Middle Temple, | 

aged 75. 





Wakxino To inTeENpING House Puncuasens & Lessexs.—Before purchasing or renting 
@ house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[Apvr.] 


PAPERS. | 


| Luaxvacuretu Faienpiy Socrery, 


| 
| 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, April 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x Onanogry. 
| Carpenpa SzamLess Steet Tuse Co, Lunreo—Creditors are required, on or before May 
31, to send their names and addresses, and the ountiodens of their debts or claims, to 
oe } enya Stiff, 178, Hagley rd, Birmingham. Grundy & Co, Manchester, solors 
or liquidator 
Hapuw ot Gas, Coat, anp Coxe Co, ye i on or before May 5, 
to send their names and aud the pare hee of poh debts or claims, to 
Edwin Reynolds, 9, Park rd, Tonbridge. Gorham & Co, » cee solors for liquidator 
Sranxpaxp ACCIDENT INSURANCE Co, Limrrep—Credit , on or before June z 
to send their names and add and the particulars ee their debts or claims, to W 
Gibson Bloxsom & W Swan ee 126, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue, London. Aker- 
man & Co, Temple chmbrs, solors for liquidators 
Tees AND THAMES Screw Sream Sarerrne Co, ee are requested, on or 
before May 31, to send their names and resses, and the amounts of their debts or 
claims, to ‘Andrew Smiles Fowler, nmap on Tees 
| Temon Gotv Hixis, Linirep—C on or before June 20, to send their 
claims to Thomas Dundas Pillans, 9 and 1 11, Hoackerch avenue, liquidator 
Warton Mixsine ano Cotour Co, Lintrep—Creditors are required, on or before somes to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Whitaker, 86, King st, Manchester. Cooper & Sons, Manchester, solors for liquidator 


Uscimirep 1x CHancery. 


Ate 











| Exouisu, Scorrisnu, anp AustrALtay Cuarrersp Bayx—Petn for winding u 


D, presented 
April 13, directed to be heard on Wednesday, April 26. Powell & Burt, 29, “Bt Swithia’s 
lane, solors for petners, Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 
6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 25 
Evouisu, Scorrisa, AND AusTRaALIAN Cuanterep Bayx—Petn for winding up, presented 
April 13, directed to be heard on April 2s. Freshfields & Williams, 5, Bank bi solors 
for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of April 25 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Counr Truru, Ancient Order of Foresters, Burnley, Lancaster. April 8 
| De wearer Usion Mitt Socrery, Liutrep, 36, Marlborough A Devonport, Devon. 
Api 


| Fixepox Guapstoxe Wonrkine Mey’s Cuve Society, Limrrep, High st, Finedon, North- 


ampton. April 10 


Lianfachreth, Merioneth. April 8 
Suspenpep ror Turges Monras. 

Poyrymisrer Pau.anturoric Society, Rolling Mill Inn, Pontymister, Monmouth, A) aed lz 

Vicroata Puanr Lover, Odd Fellows Friendly Society, Sycamore Hotel, High st, Morley, 
York. April 12 

London Gasette.—Tuxavay, April 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep in CHANCERY. 

Ayo to Panaauayan Lanp Co, Lanrren—Creditors are required, on or before May 31; to 
send their names and esses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Campbell 
Patrick Ogilvie, New Broad st House. Stretton & Co, Cornhill, solors for liquidator 

Avromatic Couper Syxpicatrs, Lomrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 30, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 


Samuel James Colton. Aston & Co, 2, Cooper st, Manchester, solors for liquidator 


| E W Buss Co, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or betore June 10, to send their names 


and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Lock, 100, 
Winchester House, Old Broad st. Paine & Co, 8t Helen’s pl, solors for liquidators 

Castie Beewery Co, Cagrrui.y, see Se required, on or before May 29, 
to send their names and addresses, the —- of their debts or claims, to 
Richard Henry March, Exchange, Cardiff. Joseph H 
liquidator 

Evvixesroy & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Water- 
worth, 68, Victoria st, Blackburn 

Graskon Mitt anv Musina Co, Luurrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to 
send their names and ad , and ulars of their debts or claims, to Robert 
Anes & John Ogle, Bishopgate st Stretton & Co, Cornhill, solors for 
iquidators 

Home Macaziyez, Limrrev—Petn for winding up, presented April 15, directed to be heard 
on April 26. Morten & Co, 9, Newgate st, solors for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the abovenamed not la‘er than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 25 

Inpustaiat Sxcuntties Investuent Co, Limrreo—Petn for winding up, ted April 
7, directed to be heard on April 26. Ranger & Co, Fenchurch st, so! for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later 6 o’clock in “the afternoon of 
April. 25 


enry Jones, Cardiff, solor for 
ithin. 
Pavace Tuearne, Limrrep—Petn for winding up presented April 15, directed to be heard 
on Wednesday, April 26. Wilkinson & Co, 14, Bedford st, Covent Garden, solors for 
petners. Notice of ~ ed must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of Ap 
Parcument ano Paver Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or ap » Baw 6 
their names and addresses. 1 Bia with full particulars of their de A ay to 
Sidney Edwin Barbour, 72, Finsbury pavement. Law & Worssam, Holborn viaduct, 
— for liquidator o 
eLsh Anrnuracire CoLuigrins, Linirep—Petn for winding up, presented April 10, 
directed to be heard on Wednesday, April 26. Richard White, 7 i. Ne New inn, a for 
David Randell, Lianelly, solor for petners. Notice of appearing must reach "the above- 
named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 25 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Pan anv 81 Biazey Co-orenative Sociery, Liurrep, 8t Blazey, Cornwall. April 1 
Sr Many Cuurcu Suxpay Scuoor Sick axp Bunt at Soc 1ety, Birch, Manchester. ‘April ll 





STAMMERERS of all ages successfully treated. Boys while being cured thoroughly 

Educated and Prepared for Examinations by a University Tutor.—Ap) cf Mr. B. Beasuxy 

(who cured himself), Brampton-park, Huntingdon, or “* Sherw Willesden-lane, 
Brondesbur: y, London. ‘Stammering : Its Treatment,” post-free, 13 stamps.—[Apvr.] 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERs. | 
Ar " rRoNG, WILLIAM Wuite, Jarrow, co Durham, General | 
Cartman Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 12 Ord} 
April 12 
Baus, Jounx, Twyford, Berks, Licensed Victualler Read- | 
ing Pet "Mar 28 Ord April 10 
Barnes, Watter Love, Hayle, Cornwall, Grocer 
Pet. April 12 Ord April 12 
Bet., Roperr Samver, late of Norwich, Oil Merchant 
Norwich Pet Aprili2 Ord April 12 
Boarp, Evcar, New Swindon, Wilts, Tobacconist 
don Pet Aprilil Ord April 11 


ford Pet April 10 


Truro | 


Swin- 


Brewis, Epwarp, late of Catford, Kent, retired Share | 
Dealer High Court Pet Mar 17 

Brookes, Anruur Henny, Swadlincote, 7 1m anne 
Burton on Trent Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

Brookes, Josern, West sromwich, Bricklayer 
Bromwich Pet April 6 Ord April 7 7 

Butvovenu, Janez Sivwey, Bradford 

Ord April 10 


Crommack, Hangy, Rotherham, Provision Dealer Sheffield 
Pet April 11 Ord April 11 | 
Earp, Russevr. East Molesey, om late Stockbroker | 
Kingston Pet April 11 Ord April 11 
Eastuors, Many, Fern Cottage, Compton, nr Wolver- 
rm om Widow Wolverhampton Pet Mar 22 Ord 
Apru 11 


Fostsa, a yey ere ee a Trent 

rocers ll 

Fraxkciann, Roperr, Beccles, a Saddler 
mouth Pet April7 Ord April 

GaTrnou oe “toe Hevax” Bosncouse Wiyoratrt, 
Kings . Met table Keeper Kingston 

Pet April” ll April 11 

| Grossmitu, Grorex, Purewell, Christ Church, co 
ampton, Tailor Poole Pet April 10 Ord "April 10 

Hitt, Joux Hapviey, Foleshill, Warwickshire, Baker 


Ord April 11 
Ge Y ar- 


West | 
, Boot Dealer Brad- | 


Coventry Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

| Hoses, Joseru Joux, Gi lane, Upton Park, Oil Man 
High Court Pet April1l Ord April 11 

Hockixe, Witniam ioe Paice, poe Kent, Builder 





Rochester Pet April 10 Ord April 1 
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Howes, Joux, Ynyshir, Glam, Draper Pontypridd 
Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

Hepsox, Cuaries, Leicester, out of business Leicester 
Pet April 10 Ord April 11 

Hvenes, Ricuarp, Morriston, nr Swansea, Maltster Swan- 
sea Pet Sept12 Ord Oct 3 

Jacxsos, Epwarp Staxiey, Didsbury, 
8 Pet April 11 Ord April 1 

sem, ieee me and Jounx James Cocury, Northamp- 
ton, Shoe Manufacturers Northampton Pet April 5 
Ord A pril 11 


— Innkeeper 


Larrayn, Eowarp Murnay, Stretford, Lanes, Doctor of 
Medicine Salford Pet April 11 Ord April 11 
Luewe.tyx, Joux, Nottingham, Plumber Nottingham 
Pet April 12 Ord April 12 
Macxeyziz, Winuram ALexanpen, Balfour ter, Leyton- 
e, — Draper High Court Pet April 11 
Ord April 11 


Mixes, Samvet, Swansea, Club Manager Swansea Pet 
April 12 Ord April 12 


Pacer, ALrrep, Shrewsbury, Rent Collector Shrewsbury 
Pet 11 Ord April 11 
sia * ny, Stanground, Hunts, Fruiterer Peter- 
Pet April10 Ord April 10 
Re «, 4, Lindley, a gem EA Greengrocer 


Huddersfield Pet April 10 Ord April 1 
Ruerap, Evwis, Fitzroy st, Benk eanaer 
Pet Mar 25 Ord April 12 
Robertson, Cuarves, em Builder 
Mar21 Ord April 1 
Rowe, Ricnarp, St | nr Wadebridge, Cornwall, 
Farmer Truro Pet April12 Ord April 12 
Saver, Epwarp, Norton Canes, Staffs, Grocer Walsall 
Pet April 10 Ord April 10 
oars -\ Cnarves, and James Tuomas Akerman, Errol 
St Luke’ 8, Stick Manufacturers High Court Pet 
y pril11 Ord April 1 
Gmvese, Jouy, Blackhill, eptaiien, Inspector of Build- 
ings Newcastle on Tyne Pet April11 Ord April 11 
Simpson, Tuomas, and Jouy Pickerixc, Earl Shilton, 
Leics, Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet April 11 
Ord April 12 
Srantey, James Witttam, Gloucester, 
Gloucester Pet April 10 Ord April 10 
Srones, Joun Tuomas, Bolton, Advertising Agent Bolton 
Pet April 11 Ord Aprili1 
Taytor, Cuartes Henry, Peterborough, Commercial 
Traveller Peterborough Pet April 11 Ord April 11 
Turner, Hexry Samvuet, Bournemouth, late Lodging 
house Keeper Poole Pet April 10 Ord April 10 
Wappy, Samvet Ray, Bridlington Quay, Yorks, Iron- 
monger Scarborough Pet April12 Ord April’ 12 
Waker, Joun Ciarx, Overbury, Worcs, 7 
Agent Worcester Pet April1l Ord April 11 
Wurttock, Grorce Sroxr, Manchester sq mansions, Com- 
mercial Clerk High Court Pet April 12 Ord 
April 12 
Waitin, Brexsamix, Hopkins Town, Pontypridd, Glam, 
Greengrocer Pontypridd Pet April1l Ord April 11 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Artox, Roperr Perarsox, Stamford, of no occupation 
May 3at12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Betiew, Tuomas Acueson, Trinity sq, a Merchant 
April 21 at 12. Bankr rapt y bldgs, Carey st 

Bertram, Wivxi1AM, Cardiff, Oil Merchant April 24 at 11 
0 b mee. 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Boip, Grorcz, Waunbant, Pontycymmer, Greengrocer 
April 24 at 12 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Braun, Autrrev, Liverpool, Shop Keeper April 25 at 3 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Brookes, Arruur Henry, Bwadlincote, Derbyshire, Grocer 
April 24 at 3 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on 


High Court 
Liverpool Pet 


Railway Clerk 


Trent 

Bucxiey, Marx, Marsh, Huddersfield, Contractor April 
22at11 Off Rec, 6, Queen st, Hudderstield 

Cararn, Tuomas, Petersfield, Hants, Solicitor April 26 at 
4 Soams & Caparn, Petersfield, Hants 

Cawrnorne, Joun Georce, Melton Mowbray, Glass Dealer 
April 21 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

CrostTHwalrte, Ropenr, Queen Victoria st, Iron Merchant 
April 21 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Crump, Tuomas Wit 1am, Risbury, Humber, Herefordshire, 

mong April 24.at10 18, Corn sq, Leominster 

Evwarps, es rd, Forest Gate, Builder 
April 21 *, i2 Ban ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Epwarvs, Jonux, Merthyr Vale, Butcher April 26 at 12 
Off Ree, Merthyr Tydfil 

Fu.cnen, Wittiam Werter, Palgrave, Suffolk, Farmer 
April 25 at 12.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Furner, Percy N, Poultry,’ late Secretary of » Public 
Company April 24at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Gray, Davin, St Albans, Builder April 2lati2z Off ‘Ree, 
95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Grossmitu, Groror, Purewell, Christchurch, Hants, Tailor 
April 21 at1 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Hierr, Saran, late Oddstock, nr Salisbury, Widow April 
21 at 2.30 ge | bid , Carey st 

Hut, Jonny Hapuey, Foles iil, Warwickshire, Baker 
April 21 at 3.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Hockixe, Wititiam Joun Pri x, Stroud, Kent, Builder 
May 4 at11.30 Off Rec, Rochester 

Hoveson, Janez, and Epwarp SHE ARD, sen, Blackpool, 
Plumbers April 21 at 2.15 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, 
Preston 

Hupsoy, Cuarres, Leicester, out of business April 24 at 3 
Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Joses, Exocu, Ystrad Rhondda, Glam, Boot Dealer 
April 27 at 12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Joxgs, Ricnarp Tuomas, Tranmere, Cheshire, Builder 
April 24 at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo 

Joxes, Wiii1am, Pwilheli, Carnarvonshire, Coal Merchant 
April 21 at 2.30 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Laxviess, Jonn Greenwoopr, Manchester, Tobacconist 


April 21 at 3.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 
chester 

Lispsay, Jonx, Pendleton, Lancs, Joiner April 21 at 3 
Ogden’ s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Love, Josern, Treorkey, Glam, Furniture Dealer April 21 
atl2 Off Rec, Merthyr ‘Tyatil 








Mason, James (deceased), late of Wholesale 
Clothier April 21 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Mower, Cuartes Epwarp, Harkstead, Suffolk, Grocer 
April 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Mvuncktoy, Tom, Bournemouth, late Butcher April 21 at 
12.30 Off Ree, Salisbury 

Naxsox, Hexnry, Gt Winchester st, Solicitor April 24 at 
2.30 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Newrox, Tuomas Cuarves, Wells next the Sea, Norfolk, 
Coal Merchant April 22 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, 
Norwich 

Pacet, Atrrep, Shrewsbury, Rent Collector May 12 at 
10.30 Off Rec, Talbot chmbrs, Shrewsbury 

Perkriys, Harry, Stanground, Hunts, Fruiterer May 3 at 
12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Suirsox, Tomas, and Joun Picxertne, Earl Shilton, 
Leics, Boot Manufacturers April 24at 12.30 Off Rec, 
35, Friar lane, Leicester 

Srarziinc, Roserr Hart, Stowmarket, Baker April 25 at 
12 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

SrayILAND, Frank, St Ann’s rd, Tottenham, Dairy Farmez 
April 21 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 

Srantey, James Wittiam, Gloucester, Railway Clerk 
May 16at11 Off Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 

Sreet, Ronert, Calcutta, India April 24 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Sroxes, Joun Tuomas, Bolton, Advertising Agent April 
25 at 10.30 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Tuomas, Eveanor, Pen graig, Glam, Tea Dealer April 21 
at 3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Urwick, Samcet Lewis, Leominster, Licensed Victualler 

April 24 at 10 18, Corn sq, Leominster 
The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of April 10 :— 

Wituiams, Jons Epwarp, Llanelwedd, Radnorshire, 

Schoolmaster April 19atl Off Rec, Llaanidloes 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apans, Witt1Am GeorGs, 20, Glasshouse street, St. James’s, 
Trunk Manufacturer High Court PetMarié Ord 
April 12 

ARMSTRONG, 
Cartman 
April 12 

Baryes, Waiter Love, Hayle, Cornwall, Grocer Truro 
Pet April11 Ord April 12 

Be... Roserr Samvue., late of Norwich, Oil Merchant 
Norwich Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Buiakey, Georce, Ilkley, Yorks, Wine Merchant Leeds 
Pet Feb 21 Ord April 12 

Brookes, Arruur Henny, Swadlincote, Doatin, Grocer 
Burton on Trent Pet April 10 Ord April 10 


Wituram Wuirer, Jarrow, Durham, General 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 12 Ord 


Brookes, Joseru, West Bromwich, Bricklayer West 
Bromwich Pet April6é Ord Api ril 7 
Buckiey, Marx, Marsh, Huddersfield, ‘Contractor Hud- 


dersfield Pet April8 Ord April 10 
Butioven, Janez Sipyey, Bradford, Boot Dealer Bradford 
Pet April 10 Ord April 10 


Sheffield 


Poruam, Francis Compton ALEXaNpER Leysorye, Plump- 
Racecourse 


ton, Sussex, of Plumpton 
Lewes and Eastbourne Pet Dec 20 Ord April 8 
Bows, Ricuarp, St Minver, nr bape ye Cornwall, 
Farmer Truro Pet April12 Ord A) 
Rumiutty, Atrrep, Duke st, Se ee Res High 
Court Pet Feb 16 Ord April 10 
Scort, Tuomas, Lei , Miller Leicester Pet Mar 18 
Ord April 8 
Sanemnen, >s Swansea, Hawker Swansea Pet Mar 10 


and Joun Picxertxe, Earl Shilton, 


Sarrsoyn, Tis 
Pet April 11 


Leics, Boot . seaecement Leicester 
Ord April 1 

STANLey, _ aed Witiian, Lory R eested Clerk 
Gloucester Pet April10 Ord April 1 

Sranicr, Settna, U Baker st, Widow High Court 
Pet Mar 22 Ord April 10 

Srones, Joun Tuomas, Botton, Advertising Agent Bolton 
Pet April11 Ord April 11 

Tayior, Cuartes Henry, Peterborough, Commercial 
Traveller Peterborough Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

Turner, Heyry ~~ Bournemouth, late Lodging- 
house Keeper Poole Pet April 10 Ord April 10 

Wappy, Samvet Ray, Bridlington Quay, Yorks, Ironmon- 
ger Scarborough’ Pet April 6 Ord April 12 

Waker, Jonn Criark, Overbury, Worcs, Commission 
Agent Worcester Pet Aprilil Ord April 11 

Wurtiocx, Georce Sronze, Manchester sq mansions, 
a. Clerk High Court Pet April 12 Ord 

ril 12 

Wickixe, Davip, High st, Marylebune, Surgeon-Dentist 
High Court Pet Mar22 Ord April 12 

Wiutuiams, Bens amin, Hopkins Town, Pontypridd, Glam, 
Greengrocer Pontypridd Pet Aprii11 Ord April 11 

The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 

lished in the London Gazette of October 7 :— 
Grimsuaw, Ricuarv, Dewsbury, Temperance Hot2l Pro- 
prietor Dewsbury Pet Oct3 O: Y 


London Gazette—Turspay, April 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Batpwix, Tuomas, Hollywood, nr 1 on Farmer 
Bir ham Pet Mar16 Ord April 1 

Brervers, Henry, Mexborough, Yorks, Grocer Sheffield 
Pet April 13 Ord April 13 

Bensamin, Moss, Lower Thames st, Fish Merchant High 
Court Pet April15 Ord A 

Birkett, Witi1aM, Liverpool, | Confectioner 
Liverpool Pet April12 Ord April 12 

BLackWELL, WILLIAM, —ae ey, Lancs, Grocer Bolton 
Pet April13 Ord April 13 

Boarpman, Joun Cuares, 8t Helens, Builder Liverpool 
Pet April 12 Ord A April 12 

Brayxpe, Freveric Rosert, Horsham, Sussex, retired 
Civil Servant Brighton Pet Aprili3 Ord April 13 

Cuarke, Joun Henry, Countesthorpe, Leics, Builder 
Leicester Pet April15 Ord April 15 

CiinTon, Henry James, Kidderminster, Grocer Kidder- 

t Pet April13 Ord April 13 





Croumack, Harry, Rotherham, Provision Dealer 
Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

Davies, Wii1.1aAmM, Newport, Mon, Commercial Traveller 
Newport, Mon Pet April7 Ord April 12 

Erewarps, Epwarp Joun, mpington road, Forest Gate, 
Builder High Court Pet Feb 13 Ord April 12 

Forp, Hewry, Stratton St ret, Wilts, Baker Swin- 
don Pet Mari4 Ord April 12 

Frencn, Tuomas, Catford, Kent, Builder Greenwich Pet 
Mar 30 Ord April 8 

Grirriras, Lewis, late Chrisp street, Bromley le Bow, Road 
Contractor High Court Pet Feb2 Ord April $ 

Grorrier, Carnerint Heveyx, Broxbourne, Herts, School 
Proprietor Hertford Pet April 5 Ord April 10 

Hatt, Hexvert, Church st, a Fancy Dealer 
High Court Pet Mar17 Ord April 1 

Hever, WItitAM, Lydd, Kent, shag 
Mar 13 Pet Aprils 

Hitt, Joun Haptey, Foleshill, Baker 
April10 Pet April 12 

Hockixe, Wittiam Joun Price, Strood, Kent, Builder 
Rochester Pet April10 Ord April 10 

How: :ts, Jou, et, Glam, Draper Pontypridd Pet 
April 11 Ord er 

Hupsox, CHARLES, icester, out of business Leicester 
Pet A wil 5 Ord April 11 

Jackson, Epwarp Sran.ey, Didsbury, Lancs, Inn Keeper 
Stoc kport Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

Jones, Ricuarp Tuomas, Tranmere, Cheshire, Builder 
Birkenhead Pet Feb 27 Ord April 12 

Larras, Eowarp Murray, Stretford, Lancs, Doctor of 
Medicine Salford Pet April 10 Ord April 11 

Leake, James, Oldham, Tripe Dealer Oldham Ord Mar 
14 Pet April 11 

Lee, Warrer Cuarves, Luton, Beds, Straw Hat Blocker 
Luton PetApril6 Ord April 12 


Hastings Ord 
Coventry Ord 


Liewettyy, Joun, Nottingham, Plumber Nottingham 
Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Lovetuck, James, and Wituiam James Loveantts 
Aberavon, Glan, Shipowners Neath Pet 


Ord April 1 

McKeErrow, i Liverpool, Draper 
Mari10 Ord April 7 

Merap, Frepericx, Lower Marsh, Lambeth, Provision 
Merchant High Court Pet Mar10 Ord April 11 

Metcu, Hersert Joux, Kennington rd, Lambeth, Wax 
Modeller High Court Pet Mar24 Ord April io 

Mirrs, Sauvet, Swansea, Club Manager Swansea Pet 
April 12 Ord April 12 

Nasu, B Frayxuiy, Chancery lane High Court Pet Jan 
16 Ord April it 

Newrox, Tuomas Cuaries, Wells next the Sea, Norfolk, 
Coal Merchant Norwich Pet AprilS Ord April 12 

Onions, Georce Henry, Moxley, Wednesbury, Staffs, 
Ironmaster Wolverhampton Pet April 7 Ord 
April 10 

Pacet, Atrrep, Shrewsbury, Rent Collector 
Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

Perkins, Hane«y, Stanground, Hnts, Fruiterer 
borough Pet April 10 Ord April 10 


Liverpool Pet 


Shrewsbury 


Peter- 





Coats, GzorGr, Swineshead, Lincs, Farmer Boston Pet 
April 13 Ord April 13 
Denton, ALFRED, mye “pened Publican Dewsbury 
Pet ‘April 10 Ord A) pede 
Firzpatrick, Joun, veg Lancs, Grocer Liverpool 
Pet Mar 27 aes pril 12 
Greaves, G T, late Cockspur st, Journalist High Court 
Pet Sept 20 Ord April 14 
Have, Joun Hergsert, Bristol, India Rubber Merchant 
Bristol Pet April 15 Ord April 15 
Hatriy, Bernarp Henry, Avenue rd, Clapton, late Provi- 
sion Dealer High Court Pet April 13 Ord 
April 13 
HarpineG, Exvisua, Worcester, prey} ene Keeper Wor- 
cester Pet April13 Ord April 1 
Harpy, Josern (jun), ere od Farmer Leicester 
Pet April 14 Ord April 14 
Sem Wi114y, Station Town, Wingate, co Durham, 
Contractor Sunderland Pet April 14 Ord April 14 
Howe, Epwaxp, Lakenham, —- Confectioner Nor- 
wich Pet April 14 Ord April 1 
James, Herpert, formerly Baron’s Ja rd, West Ken- 
sington High Court Pet Mar2 Ord April 14 
Jounstong, A D, Princes st, paar, Engineer High 
Court ‘Pet Jan13 Ord April 1 
Keicuiey, Joun, Dkley, ro 8, Fish Salesman Leeds 
Pet / April 13 Ord April 13 
Law, Bexsamin, Barrister at Law Leeds Pet 
April 14 Ord April’ l4 
Levenston, Micuact, late Trafalgar sq Theatre, St Martin’s 
lane, Theatrical Manager High Court Pet Mur 21 
Ord April 12 
Lister, Wittiam Barpen, Batley, ba Fish Dealer 
Dewsbury Pet — 14 Ord April 14 
Lovart, Mary Jang, Mossley, Lancs, Undertaker Ashton 
under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet April 14 Ord 
April 14 
Manxaiorr, Henry James, Barnet, Herts, Builder 
Pet April12 Ond April 12 
Mircue.t, Tuomas, Woolley Colliery, nr, Senelem Shop- 
keeper Barnsley Pet April13 Ord April 1: 
Morean, Bexsamix, Pembroke Dock, a oe Pem- 
broke Dock Pet Aprill4 Ord April 1 
Nasu, Joun Hevyry, Gainsborough, eos 
April 14 Ord April 14 
Perry, Henry Georce, Stidcott, Tytherington, Glos, 
Farmer Bristol Pet April 15 Ord April 15 
Rosixson, Ernest FE, ‘unbridge Wells, Captain in H M’s 
Army Tunbridge Wells Vet Feb 23 Ord April 13 
Ross, Isaac, Leicester, Sewing Machinist Leicester Pet 
April 15° Ord April 15 
toutH, Jabez, and Joseru Rouru, Cardiff, Boot Dealers 
C Pet April 15 Ord April 15 
Serica & Co, Australian avenue High Court Pet Mar 13 
Ord April 13 
Skye, Mictaet, Porth, Glam, Egg Merchant Pontypridd 
Pet April i2 Ord April 12 
Sarra, Joun, Faugtoss, Yorks, Farmer Yor Pet April14 
Ord A April M4 


Barnet 


Lincoln Pet 
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ee Ce OS ‘Worcester, Publican Worcester 
Srerrecs W Wru1am, Duke St James's, Tailor High 
Court Pet azar 98 et 3. 
April i4 
SDERIC, inie Phil; p, ae, Solicitor 
Mar 22 
TAYLoR, qasee, Lovepes, Tailor 1 al Pet April 12 


Ord ~~ 
omas, Barnard Castle, co Durham, Carpet 
Weaver Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 
April18 Ord April 13 
Turyer, Becxwita Tromas, Middles 
dlesborough Pet April 14 Ord April 14 
Vos, Joun Suaw, and Fray Row.anps Powe, Halifax, 
Cabinet Makers Halifax Pet ous aes Yt 
Wares, Witutam ae: Auckland, 
April 15 Ord April 1 


Tancockx, James Epv-1x, on 
house Pet 14 


Tarx, Wititam 
Court 


Waker, WALTER, gardens, ty Park, Inventor 
High Court Ord J A 

Warsor, Jame on, ye , Painter 
Exeter Pet Aprili2 Ord April 12 


Westcort, Hest. St Thomas the Agata, Devon, Farmer 
Exeter Pet April 14 ~— 

Wituiams, Tuomas, Builth, recon, : aoeeoes Outfitter 
Newtown Pet April 15 Ord April 15 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Astox, Artuur Joux, Harborne, Staffs, late Managing 
Director of William Aston, Lim Salt 27 at 11 23, 
Colmore row, ——- 

Banyes, Watter Lov yle, Cornwall, Grocer April 25 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Banvuon, Tuomas, Middlesborough, Milkseller April 26 at 
3 


ff Rec’s Office, 8, Al 
Buiacxw ae WILtIAM, Tyldestey, Lanes, Grocer April 25 
atil 16, Wood st, 
Brewis, Gian late a Catford, Kent. retired Share 
Dealer April 25 at 2.30 Bankruptcy Carey st 
Bui.ovex, Jabez Sipyey, Bradford, Boot April 
26ati11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Onaga, | 9y Swineshead, Lines, Farmer May 1i at 12 
ee a Lg st, Boston 
a bees erry, Stan 
wright April 26 at 12.45 Gualdadl, Bury Bt Br bamend 
Cromuack, Harry, Rotherham, 
26 at 3.30 Off Rec, Fi 
Crovcn, Joun, and Harry oe Surru, Atherstone, 
Warwickshire, Hat Manufacturers April 28 at 11 23, 
re Tow, 
Croucn, Joan (separate estate), Atherstone, Warwickshire, 
Hat Manufacturer April 28 at 11 23, Colmore row, 
D M Davies & Co, Newport, Mon, Farnisher. 
April 26 at 2.30 Off Ree, ey Bs chmbrs, 
Davies, Wrintas, Newport, Mon, Commercial Traveller 
April 26 at 12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, New- 
DenmuaN, Henry, North Ormesby, Yorks, late Boot 
—, aoe 2 ats Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 
roug 
Denton, ALFRED, Dewsb formerly Publican A 
2at4 Off Rec, Ban! Bank chm pel 
DomMsALLA, Apo.rnus Amanpus, Curtain rd, Shoreditch, 
Cabinet Maker April 25 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Faeyxca, Tuomas, Catford, Kent, Builder perk 27 at 10.30 
24, Railway appr, London Bridge 
Garpysr, Bratay Saerragp, To terr, Ni Finch- 
ley, Draper April 25at3 Off , 95, Tenple chbrs, 
Temple avenue 
ALTER Larep, and Gzorcs Lovett, Romford, 
ssex, Cycle Manufacturers April26at3 Off Ree, 
95, Temple chbrs, Temple avenve 


Hannisoy, ames Forrescue, Ovington sq, Brom; 
at Law April 26 at'12 Bankruptcy 


Carey st 
Hisserp, Josern, _, Lancs May 18 at 
1.30 " Exchange ho’ . - 4 . 


| Westcott, Henry, 


8t the Apostle, 
wit — gee ‘Maritone, Surpon Dent 
S| April 26 at 2.50 Baaktuptey 





— 
Hoipswortn, Witi1am, Leeds te April 26 at 11 
Off Ree, #2, Park row, Leeds 
April 26 at | 


Hust, th Kingston upon Hull, Builder 
11 Off Rec, Trinity house lane, Hull 
LEAKE, 5; auzs, Oldham, Tripe Dealer April 27 at 3 Off | 
, Bank c! idham 


hmbrs, Queen st, O} 
Luzwettys, Jouy, Nottingham, Li nag =e April 25 at 11 | 
Off Rec, St. Peter’s Church walk, N 


MAckenzix, Wittas ‘ae, Balfour ter, a al } 
stone, late Draper April 26at12 Bankruptcy 3 


Carey st 

MoCanpiess, Tuomas, Kidderminster, Tailor April 25 at 
11.86 Miller Co: Solicitor, Kidderminster 

Nasu, Joun La sborongh, Grocer May 4 at 12 | 
Off 1, Silver wre, Sees ' 





Owes, D. Insurance 
Bats ee, Si, Alan ", ma Swann ey 
ALLETT, Sheffield, Joiner April 
Off ec, Figteee 
Paraicn, Wititam, Lanes, Mill Puff Manu- 
April 25 at 11.15 Rochdale 
Joux, New tomas premeroc April 26 at 
Pinus ong tis sy eg 
a0 6, ‘queen ot, ‘Hudiersfield 
Ric oe As Be , Glam, Grocer April 25 at 12 
Roper, WitiiamM Masow, Kidderminster, Solicitor April 
25at11 Miller solicitor. 
Rows, Ricnarp, St Minver, Waebridge, Cornwall, 
April 25at 2 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Ruutuy, Atraep, Duke Merchant April 27 
Carey 8) 
Sxirrivs, Davin, wabury, Joiner April 25 at 3 Of 
chmbrs, 
Estate), 


Surru, ‘Harry Avoverus ( 
Wi Hat 


Atherstone 
April 23 at 11 23, 


8 exer, 8 late of 
mith, Henry, Samce., ‘own. 
Grocer April 27 at 12 On Bans, Tere  ties 


can, Tengtom, Yorks, Farmer April 28 at 11.30 


Surru, rr Yeadon, Yorks, Woollea Manufacturer 
April 27 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds UF 
‘ancy 


Specoutey, Faspericxk Marruews, 
25 at 10.45 Miller Corbet, solicitor, 


Seaman, See, Oper Beker st, Widow April 26 at 


Swann, See High Trowhitt, Rothbu » Northumbrid, 
Newoastle on Tyne 


26 at 11.30 Off Pink lane, 


ww Peterborough, Commercial 
at 12.15 Law Courts, New rd, 


eterborough 
2 Joun, a, ‘Weaver April 25at11 Off Rec, 
WAtxer, y re Wores, Commission 
29 at 10.30 Oren Ke, Went 


Warkix Gncees Tuomas, and Rospert —_ — 
Leeds, Painters April 26 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Wartsox Jame Harris, Ellacombe, Torquay, Painter 
27 at 10 Off Reo, 13, Bedford circus, 
April 27 at 11.30 


— ‘Wa ren, 
a Devon, Farmer 


N on 
Tayior, CHARLES 
May 3 





Paul’s a Bedi 
"Thomas 


st 
Witiiams, Cuarces, Droitwich, Corn April 27 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagea st, Worcester 


WItsor, wou itidaiesborotgh, former Goal Hawker } 
April 26 3 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Mid 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Beevers, Hevay, » Yorks, Grocer Sheffield 
t Apa 13 April 1 

Biexerr, WiLutaM, ae rol, Manufacturing Confectioner 
Li Pet April 11 _— 12 

Wituran, Tyl Grocer Bolton 

12 Ord A; 13 

- verpool, chains Liverpool Ord 

Campsett, E. A. C., Twyford, nr Winchester, Captain in 
H. M. Army ‘inchoate Ord April 14 

CLARKE, deun Hevyry, ics, Builder 
Leicester 


ountesthorpe, 
Pet April15 Ord cae Pond 
uctioneer Bath Pet 


we - T4 Grocer Kidder- 
Ord April 13 
Coats, mom, | 8 Lines, Farmer Boston Pet 


13 

Erne, Gores Freperick, 8! rt, Patent Lint Manu- 

Mm. mR} » Ord es 13 

, Christchurch, thampton, 
"Ts lor ” Poole Pocle "bet Apel: aa 10 Ord pes Some 2 

meen Fanart 

ford April7 Ord 
| Maurin, Mak Henny, f- —t, ta 

Court 


BLACKWELL’ 
Pet 


Baaux, Atrazp, Li 


Crarke, Tuomas Davin, Bath, A 
March6 Ord 13 


Custos, Hexry rt 
Pet 


’ hi Wi 
| mapeeien Sian aia or- 


H JosEPH, Seagrave, 
me > ‘Apell 13 Ord April 14° 


Harais, Davin Witt1aM sae, Butcher 
High Court Pet Feb 7 


7 
Hagrisox, Jauss Fourescu' 
Barrister at Law High ‘Court ton. Brompton 


tary Plumber Bed- 


} 








at Law Leeds Pet April 


4 
Fish Dealer 
Lage, Suslss Semen, ie. ime D 


Lovatt, Mary Jax ’ Undertaker 
M Warne a wereee, ng RF - 
ANN, , wd 
une Woulle Barnsley, Shop- 

ar 

keeper 13 < April 13 ; 

Mrrcsecs, Witt _Eow. West I W, Grocer 
Pet 29 Ord 80 

Nasu, ~ ood = yy Lincoln Pet 
— ” Pet 14 Ord April 14 geri 
nn Ord Apa a 


April 11 Ord April 14 
Rewearleon tyne “Tot Ap it myer 


, Micmann, P Eggs hant Pontypridd 
Pet April 12 Ont Apel 12 
Suits, Jouy, — Yorks, Farmer York Pet April 


1 
Sumueas, Anraun Epwiyx, Worcester, Pablican ‘Worcester 
Pet 15 April 15 
a Se oe Leicester Pet Mar 16 
word Aga India High Court Pet Mar? 


Li pee ye Tailor East Stone- 
ta ’o April 14 
seieney Geena 


Tancock, 





Torver ~ mg Tnomas, Middlesborough, 
Pet April i4 Ord iu 
Watson, James uay, Painter 
Exeter Pet April12 Ord April 12 
Westcort, Heyry, St Thomas the Devon, Farmer 
Exeter Pet Aprili3 Ord April 14 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


April 25.—Mesers. Desexuam, Tewsox, Fanxen, & Bawer- 
waren, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Grounc- 


‘a acon Fostse, eae EC. ati t 1 o'lock, 


jazen & wom, at the eo E.C,, at 1 for 
Rent and Leasehold 
Properties poe lam Sg Beng 16, p. ra 





Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. SoLtcrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s, 9d., halt law caly, 
5s. 6d. 

All leters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 











THE GRESHAM LIFE ‘ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, £.O. 
WEST END BRANOH-2, WATERLOO PLAGE, 8.W. 


ANNUAL INCGME EXCEEDS 


ASSETS EXCEED 





PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES EXOEED # “ soca 


£915,000 
5,000,000 
10,500,000 





GS THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY does not FURNISH CHEAPLY, EINTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLE. . 





RPolicies Indisputabilie after & Teux2.s. 
Annuities cf all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favourable terms. 


THOMAS G. 
JAMES H. 


F.LA., F.8.8., Actuary and Manager. 





te 





CLAPHAM COMMON and BALHAM HILL. 

By Order of Trustees.—Valuable Freehold Residences,— 
For Investment and Occupation. 

ESSRS. EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD 
will SELL, at the MART, on WEDNESDAY 
NEXT, APRIL 26, at TWO, in Lots, by order of the 
Trustees under the Will of the late 8. W. Cawston, Esq., 
important FREEHOLD ESTATES, in 
» comgans a most enjoyable position, in the 
much-esteemed district of Clapham-common and Balham- 
hill, consisting of Three Capital Detached Family Resi- 
dences, for occupation and investment, on the south and 
erable side of Clapham-common, and known as West 
‘couse, Westbury, and Tintern, with stabling, outbuildings, 
and pleasure grounds; also a modern Detached Residence, 
distinguished as Malwood House, facing Balham-hill and at 
corner of Malwood-road ; all let excepting Westbury, and 
together of the estimated rental value of £684 per annum. 
The property will be offered in separate Lots, thus present- 
ing rare ities for gentlemen desirious of acquiring 
freehold houses for their own occupation to secure the same 
in this most delightful, healthy, and convenient position, 
while for investment such is the demand for this class of 
property that high and remunerative rents may be immedi- 


y secured. 

Particulars of Messrs. Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, solicitors, 9, 
Bow-churchyard, E.C.; of Messrs. Henry & Lachford, 63, 
High-street, Clapham ; at the Mart; and of Messrs. Edwin 
Fox & Bousfield, 99, Gresham-street, Bank, E.C. 

CAMPDEN HOUSE, KENSINGTON. 

The exceedingly valuable Ground Lease (of over 0 years 
unexpired, free of rent), with Small Part Freehold, of 
this beautifully-appointed and well-known historic Resi- 
dence, entirely uded within ornamental and finely- 
planted ds of over three acres, approached by a 
Eirrlage-dirive: with lodge-entrance, and having complete 

of out-offices, conservatories, green and hothouses, 
all the accessories of a country home, on the y of 
the fashionable districts of the West-end of town, within 

20 minutes’ drive of the Houses of Parliament and less 

from the principal resorts of fashionable life ; whilst for 

development it is unrestricted as to building operations, 
and bounded on three sides by important leading 
th hfares —- Church-lane, Gloucester-terrace, and 

Sheffield-terrace—to each of which it possesses a com- 

mandin; a8. RD with access also from Campden-hill. 

ESSRS. EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD 
will SELL, at the MART, on WEDNESDAY, 

MAY 10, at TWO (unless an acceptable offer shall be made 

in the meantime), the above important ESTATE. 

Parti of Messrs. Murray, Hutchins, Stirling, & 
Murray, Solicitors, 11, Birchin-lane, E.C.; and of Messrs, 
Edwin Fox & Bousfield, 99, Gresham-street, Bank, E.C. 


EAST DULWICH. 

Valuable Freehold Ground-Rents, with reversions. 

ESSRS. GLASIER & SONS will SELL 

by AUCTION, at the MART, City, on THURS- 

DAY, 11th MAY, at TWO o'clock, valuable FREEHOLD 

GROUND-RENTS, amounting to £200 per annum, amply 

secured upon 64 attractive brick and stone-built private 

residences and four shops situate in Melbourne-grove, Lit- 

ve, and Blackwater-street, Lordship-lane, also 

about 2} acres of Building Land adjoining, partly built 

upon, let at a peppercorn, with reversions to the rack 
rentals. 

Particulars may be had of Messrs. Burton, Yeates, & 
Hart, Solicitors, 23, Surrey-street, Victoria Embankment ; 
atthe Mart; and of the Auctioneers, 6, Spring-gardens, 

ing-cross, 8.W. 


CITY of LONDON, 

Freehold Ground-Rents, amounting to £330 per annum, 
amply secured upon six substantially-built and well- 
lighted warehouses in Devonshire-street, Bishopsgate- 
street, covering an area of about 3,500ft., with valuable 
reversions in 64 years to the rack-rentals estimated at 
£1,050 per annum. To be SOLD by AUCTION, by 

ESSRS. GLASIER & SONS, at the 
MART, on THURSDAY, MAY llth, at TWO 
o’clock, in Six Lots, as under :— 
Ground-rent. 
No. 18, Devonshire-street 

Ditto 

» 14, Ditto 

12, Ditto 

10, Ditto 

8, Ditto 

Totals £1,050 

Particulars of Messrs. Burton, Yeates, & Hart, Solicitors, 

23, Surrey-street, Victoria Embankment, W.C.; at the 

Mart i aad of the Auctioneers, 6, Spring-gardens, Charing- 

cross, 8.W. 


the parish of 





Estimated 
Rack-rent. 
£180 
180 
190 
180 
180 
160 


” ’ 





ESSRS. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 
Rost. W. Mayy, F.S8.1., Tuomas R. Ransom, F.S.I. 

J. Baasuaw Many, F.8.1., W. H. Many), 
2, Lower enor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
82, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 8.W. 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending to the many attractive West-End 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 


wUet BON EYS.—To Solicitors, Trustees, 
others who have Trust Mon inst first- 
class Securities, such as Freeholds and Taosieite, in this 
country ; please state amount offered and interest required, 
whether on freehold, leasehold or otherwise.—M. Lrox, 


Mortgage Broker, Broad-street-avenue, London, E.C. 
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SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1893. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Lises, 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 


Tues., April 25 Tues., June 27 | Tues., Aug. 15 
Tues., May 2 Tues., Jul | Tues., Aug. 22 
Tues., May 9 Tues., July 11 Tues., Oct. 3 
Tues., May 16 | Tues., July 18 Tues., Oct, 17 
Tues., May 30 | 
Tues., June 6 | Tues., Aug. 1 
Tues., June 13 Tues., Aug. 8 | 
Tues., June 20 | 


Auctions can also be held on other days, in town or 
country, by arrangement. essrs, enham, Tewson, 
Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 

DETAILED LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 
Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
mises to be Let or Sold by private contract are published on 
the ist of each month, and can be obtained of Messrs. 
Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, Estate Agents, 
Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, London, E.C. Tele- 
phone No. 1,503. 


{REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS of £450 

. to pay 4} per cent. ; can be divided into 8 parts; also 
a number of others to pay 4} and 5 per cent; purchase- 
money from £600 to £3,000.—Particulars of Trusrer, 154, 
Leadenhall-street, E.C. 


Tues., Oct. 31 
Tues., Nov. 14 
Tues., Dee. 5 


Tues,, July 25 


}BBEHOLD GROUND-RENT Wanted, 

for a large fund; 27 to 28 years’ purchase will be 
given for well-secured parcets; also Leasehold from 20 to 
25 years’ purch ase.—Apply to Messrs. E. O. Preston & Cu., 
4, Tokenhouse-buildings, Bank of England, London. 


> 

AW.—Clerk (aged 33), sixteen years 

_4 London experience, wishes to arrange for three years’ 

Articles ; Country Office.—Terms as to premium and salary 
to 8., 117, Chancery-lane, London. 


| Fagan Solicitor desires an Engagement 

as Managing Clerk; has had considerable experience ; 
is u good all round man, and considered a good advocate.— 
K., 18, Kendoa-road, Clapham. 


| AW.—A Solicitor who is well acquainted 
4 with common law practice and the courts, also con- 
veyancing, is Required by an owner of property tuo Assist 
and Advise generally ; whole time.—State terms (moderate 
and —. to Reatrty, “‘ Solicitors’ Journal,” Chan- 
cery-lane, W.C. 


R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to 
rapidly and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 
orally and 1 F for the SOLICITORS’ and BAR 
PRELIMINARY, INTERMEDIATE, and FINAL, and 
LL.B. Examinations. Terms from £1 1s. r month, 
Maxy Pupits HAVE TAKEN Honovurs.—For further par- 
ticulars, and copies of ‘‘ Hints on Stephen’s Commentaries *’ 
and “ Hints on Criminal Law,” address, 17, Brazennore- 
street, Albert-square, Manchester. 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Preparation b 

4 Correspondence for Solicitors’ Intermediate, Final, 
and Honours, Intermediate Laws, LL.B. and LL.D. London, 
Bar Exams, and Inns of Court Studentships and Scholar- 
ships, by a Doctor of Laws of London University (1st in 1st 
Class Honours Intermediate, 3rd in Honours LL,B.). This 
method is more thorough and effective than re, - 
tion, since a complete record is made of the student’s whole 
course of work, with careful revision and corrections, and 
ample notes on all important points. A great saving of 
time is effected, and the system is therefore invaluable to 
those who have only a few hours in the evening to devote 
to reading for exams.—For further particulars and terms 
— 0. 100, ‘* Solicitors’ Journal’? Office Chancery- 
ane, W.C. 


T.0 PARENTS and GUARDIANS.—A 

Mechanical Engineer has Vacancy for a Young 
Gentleman as premium Pupil in his works and offices.— 
Apply to A. Z., “ Solicitors’ Journal’’ Office, 27, Chancery- 
lane, W.C. 

BARRISTER-AT-LAW Prepares Can- 

didates for the Solicitors’ Intermediate, Final, and 
Honours Examinations ; also for the Bar Examinations, in 
Chambers or by Correspondence; individual tutiion.— 
Address Lex, 2nd Floor North, 13, Old-square, Lincoln’s- 
inn. 








Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
IMPERIAL rysvrance company 


timiteD, FIRE. 
Established 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds £1,600,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


THE 








PROVIDENT LIFE OFFICE. 
FOUNDED 18086. 
REGENT STREET, LONDON, W. 
Crry Brancu—l4, CORNHILL, E.C. 
FINANCIAL POSITION. 
EXISTING ASSUBANCES . ° ° 
INVESTED FUNDS. ° ° . ° 
ANNUAL INCOME ° . . 
CLAIMS & SURRENDERS PAID . - 9,604,077 
BONUSES DECLARED exceed ° - %,260,000 


Claims paid on Proof of Death and Title. 
Equitable Division of Profits. | Liberal Surrender-V alues. 
Enlarged Free Limits of Foreign Residence and Travel. 

Endowment Assurances with Profits. Ra 
Half-Credit System Policies. Non-forfeitable Policies. 
Intermediate Bonuses. — - 
Special Advantages to the Naval and Military Professions. 


50, 


+ £7,518,589 
2,734,180 
336,237 


Further Information on Application. 
CHARLES STEVENS, Actuary & Secretary. 


Head Offices—- 
SHipe 45, Dale Street, 
LIVERPOOL 


74, King William Street, 
LONDON. 


Liberal 
allowed to MEMBERS 
OF THE LECAL PRC~ 


FESSION Sor introduce 
INSURANCE coMPANY: tion of business. 


ras REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED 

EsTaBLisnep 1828), 

Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 

Property, and Life Interests, and Lafe Policies, and 

Advance Money upon these Securities.—17, King’s Arms- 

yard, Coleman-street, E.C. 


THE EQUITABLE FIRE AND ACCIDENT 
OFFICE, LIMITED. 
MANCHESTER, LONDON, GLASGOW. 
£405,545. 
£140,000. 
£460,000. 


FIRE 
ONDON & 
<> iggereiie 


Commission 


Capitan ‘on sos ie 
AwsnuAL Income (1891) over 
Security To InsuRED, over 
AGENCY. -— Gentlemen who can introduce SOUND 
BUSINESS invited to apply for Agency. 


SPECIAL FEATURE in Accident Department.—ONE 
PREMIUM returned EVERY FIFTH YEAR to those 
who have made no claim. 


D. R. PATERSON, Manager and Secretary. 
HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomparp- 


STREET, and 57, Cuarinc-cross, Lonpon. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Bates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 


W.C.Macponatp,} Joint 
F. B. Macvonatp, }§ Secretaries. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Slbh MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Towa 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





